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Abstract 
The relationship between the college union and a sense of community on campus 
has been written about in monographs, books, and articles for over 100 years.  However, 
little or no empirical evidence exists to confirm this relationship.  The purpose of this 
dissertation study was to identify if there is a relationship between the physical space of 
the college union and students’ sense of community on campus.  The study utilized a 
secondary data set from one of the largest state systems of public higher education in the 
United States.  Correlation and regression techniques were applied to the results of a 
satisfaction survey with over 15,000 participants.  The results suggest that there is a 
statistically significant relationship between student satisfaction with the physical spaces 
of the college campus and student satisfaction with a sense of community.  Satisfaction 
with the college union was found to be the strongest predictor of satisfaction with a sense 
of community of any of the physical space variables that were included in the study.  The 
study serves as the first quantitative study to provide empirical evidence that there is a 
relationship between the physical space of the college union and a students’ sense of 
community on campus.  The results suggest that physical space matters and that there is a 
need for investment in the space and the programs of the college union to positively 
impact a sense of community on campus.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Introduction 
When alumni reflect on their college experiences they often describe places where 
a rite of passage occurred or their extracurricular involvement took place – dances, 
concerts, student group activities or award programs.  These types of activities were 
traditionally held within the college unions or student centers of their alma maters (Butts 
et al., 2012; Carlson, 2012).   College union directors have captured these experiences 
and told the story of the college union and its role in creating a sense of community in 
trade journals, facility master plans, and books on the subject.  The empirical evidence to 
support the relationship between the college union and a sense of community is nearly 
non-existent. Only 23 dissertations have been written about the college union in the past 
30 years (DeSawal & Yakaboski, 2013). This is compared to 47 dissertations written on 
the topic of college housing in just five years (Banning & Kuk, 2011). There is a gap in 
the literature in reference to the role of the college union.  The Association of College 
Unions International suggests that college unions, that is, student centers, and the 
professionals who work in them are the “community builders” of today’s college campus 
(www.acui.org).  This study explores if a relationship exists between the physical space 
of the college union and college students’ sense of community on their campuses.   
Since the late 1800s when college unions were developed at Oxford University, 
Cambridge University, Toronto University, and the University of Pennsylvania, college 
unions seem to have been involved in creating a sense of community for college students.  
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Unions were originally created as places for academic debate and to unite the campus 
community for annual celebrations and rites of passage, creating an “enduring loyalty” to 
the college (Butts et al., 2012).  The first unions included lounges for lectures and 
debates, ballrooms for dances, and bowling lanes for recreation.  Today’s college unions 
contain food service; bookstores, copy shops, and shipping services; meeting rooms, 
ballrooms, and theaters;  centers for multicultural affairs, women, and international 
students; coffee houses and pubs; offices for student government, admissions, study 
abroad, service learning, and student organization; study lounges and computer labs; and 
in more recent renovations connections to libraries, residence halls, and recreation 
centers.  College unions are often called student centers and contain services and 
amenities that meet the needs of college students and the community that supports them 
(Butts et al., 2012).  
The literature suggests that a sense of community on the college campus is a 
positive influence on retention, persistence to graduation, and satisfaction (Berger, 1997; 
Boyer, 1990; Brown & Burdsal, 2012; Cheng, 2004; Cox, 2011; Elkins, Forrester, & 
Noel-Elkins, 2011; Engstrom & Tinto, 2008; Harris, 2006; Kinzie, Gonyea, Shoup & 
Kuh, 2008; Kinzie & Mulholland, 2008; Kinzie & Schuh, 2008; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & 
Whitt, 2005; Morrow & Ackerman, 2012; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Pretty, 1990; 
Schuetz, 2005; Schussler & Fierros, 2008; Seidman, 2005; Strange & Banning, 2001; 
Tinto, 2007; Tinto & Prusser, 2006).  It has been suggested that the college union plays a 
significant role in building that sense of community for college students.  Does the 
physical space of a college union play a role in building that sense of community?  The 
conditions for studies exploring a sense of community on campus are primarily bounded 
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by a population – first year students, students who live in the residence halls, students 
that are involved in co-curricular programs, students in academic cohorts…not physical 
space.  The relationship between the physical environment and a sense of community is a 
rarely studied relationship in higher education research (Cox, 2011; Johnston, 2012; 
Strange & Banning, 2001; Temple, 2008; Waxman, 2006).   
Campus ecology is the theoretical framework for this study.  Campus ecology is a 
paradigm used to describe the relationship between the campus environment and the 
college students who occupy it.   This paradigm is based on Lewin’s person-environment 
theory and has its foundations in ecological and environmental psychology (Banning & 
Bryner, 2001).  The paradigm consists of the four components of human environment: (a) 
human characteristics, (b) the organizational structures, (c) the collective constructs or 
the perceptions of the setting, and (d) the physical environment (Moos, 1976; Strange & 
Banning, 2001).  Campus ecology provides the framework for the exploration of the 
relationship between students’ sense of community on campus and the physical 
environment, and most specifically, the college union.  A detailed description of campus 
ecology will be provided in the subsequent pages.  Figure 1.1 provides a conceptual 
diagram that will guide this discussion and the subsequent study.   
The upper region of the diagram represents the theoretical framework for the 
discussion, campus ecology.  The center region of the diagram in Figure 1.1 is dedicated 
to the influence of a sense of community on the college campus.  The literature review 
provides empirical evidence to support a sense of community on the college campus and 
its role in positively influencing the outcomes often described as student success.  These 
outcomes are noted within the inverted funnel – satisfaction, retention, and graduation.   
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Figure 1.1. A Conceptual Model for Campus Ecology as a Theoretical Framework to 
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community is described as a construct that includes three variables:  sense of belonging, 
college social activities, and social support network.  Many of the factors that have been 
found to have some influence on student success are also shown surrounding the funnel – 
on-campus living experience, socio-economic status, transfer status, high school grade 
point average, engagement with faculty, and first-generation college student status.   
The focus of this study is on the sense of community factor and its relationship 
with one of the four components of campus ecology theory – physical environment.  
Physical environment has been described as “…the least understood and the most 
neglected” factor in the discussion of the campus environment and student success 
(Strange & Banning, 2001, p.11).  The college union is the facility on most campuses that 
is specifically dedicated to building a sense of community on the college campus.  This 
study seeks to determine if there is a relationship between students’ satisfaction with their 
college union and their satisfaction with a sense of community on their campuses. 
The research on the sense of community on the college campus has been informed 
by multiple researchers and thought leaders in the fields of United States higher 
education and community psychology.  Vincent Tinto’s theories of social integration and 
the concept of a sense of belonging suggest that rewarding encounters in both academic 
and social settings lead to successful integration into the college community, which is 
synonymous with students’ feeling a sense of community at their institution.  Tinto goes 
further to suggest as part of his theory of student departure that negative encounters 
impede students’ connection to campus, increasing their feelings of marginality and their 
ultimate lack of persistence at the institution (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 2007; 
Tinto & Prusser, 2006).  Components of social integration needed for persistence include 
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establishment of personal bonds among and between students, faculty, and staff.  These 
personal bonds or social support networks are often referred to as a students’ sense of 
community on the college campus (Harris, 2006).  McMillan and Chavis, two researchers 
in the field of community psychology provided a definition for a sense of community: “a 
feeling that members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another 
and to the group, and a shared faith that members’ needs will be met through their 
commitment to be together” (1986, p. 9).    Their definition and instruments are cited 
throughout the literature related to the sense of community on the college campus and 
will be presented in Chapter 2 (Berger, 1997; Cheng, 2004; Pretty, 1990; Strange & 
Banning, 2001). 
Since the 1990s the leadership of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement 
of Teaching has suggested the importance of a sense of community on college campuses.  
In 1990,  The Carnegie Foundation presented the six principles of community in its 
seminal work, Campus Life: In Search of Community (Boyer).  This report suggested that 
there must be a renewed commitment to creating a sense of community in higher 
education.  The six principles of community – purposeful, open, just, disciplined, caring 
and celebrative – have been used for studies of a sense of community on the college 
campus (1990).   John W. Gardner, another thought leader in the discussion of a sense of 
community in higher education, suggested the importance of community through his 
seven characteristics of community (1996).  Gardner served as the United States 
Secretary for Health, Education, and Welfare in the President Lyndon Johnson 
administration from 1965-68.  Before that he served as the president of the Carnegie 
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching from 1955-65 while simultaneously 
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serving as the president of the Carnegie Corporation of New York (John W. Gardner 
Center, 2012).  In 1996, Gardner suggested that good communities have the following 
characteristics, which will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 2: (a) incorporation and 
valuing of diversity; (b) shared culture; (c) fostering of internal communication; (d) 
promotion of care, trust, and teamwork; (e) group maintenance processes and governance 
that encourage participation and sharing of leadership tasks; and (f) a commitment to 
fostering the development of young people; and (g) links to the outside world.  Gardner’s 
characteristics of community have been studied as a component of the work of the 
Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Research and the National Survey of 
Student Engagement (NSSE) Institute for Effective Educational Practice (Gardner, 1996; 
Kinzie & Schuh, 2008).  The research of the Institute focuses on understanding the 
college student experience relative to student engagement and has been administering the 
NSSE instrument for over ten years.  The research findings suggest that students who 
attend the higher education institutions that achieve higher than predicted results on the 
National Survey of Student Engagement also feel a sense of community on their college 
campuses (Kinzie & Schuh, 2008).   
As will be described in Chapter 2 there are multiple studies that analyze the 
relationship between a sense of community on the college campus and how it relates to 
the student experience and student success.  The college union and most physical spaces 
on the college campuses of the United States have not been a part of those studies.  
However, there are instruments that have been developed, both at individual institutions 
and nationally, that examine college student satisfaction with different aspects of the 
campus, including the college union and other physical spaces.  One of those tools is the 
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Student Opinion Survey, originally developed by ACT – once known as American 
College Testing (ACT, 2012).  The Student Opinion Survey (SOS) is one of several 
instruments that was created by ACT to help educational institutions “investigate the 
opinions, attitudes, goals, and impressions” (ACT, 1996, p. 1) of its students.  The items 
in the instrument are broad in scope to allow for institutions to initially identify and 
document areas of concern at the general level before more specific assessment can occur 
(ACT, 1996). A large state system of higher education in the Middle Atlantic region of 
the United States (MAUS) administers a customized version of the SOS to a random 
sample of undergraduate students who attend its 64 campuses every three years.  The 
survey is called the MAUS Student Opinion Survey.  It was last administered in 2012.  
This Likert-style survey asks over 100 questions about students’ satisfaction with 
multiple aspects of their institutions.  There are three questions related to students’ 
satisfaction with aspects of a sense of community on their campus:  (a) your sense of 
belonging on this campus, (b) college social activities, and (c) your social support 
network on campus.  There are several questions asking students to describe their 
satisfaction with specific campus facilities including the college union and their 
satisfaction with safety and security on campus.  This data set provides an opportunity to 
study the relationship between students’ satisfaction with a sense of community and their 
satisfaction with the physical facilities on the college campus.   
Problem Statement 
A sense of community may be a construct that is difficult to articulate for each 
individual.  However, developing a better understanding about how a sense of community 
is perceived by college students may allow higher education professionals to make 
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decisions that help create a sense of community on the college campus.  In 1982, 
sociologist Ray Oldenberg suggested that great cities have great informal gathering 
places – places that feel like home.  McMillan and Chavis suggest that members need to 
feel like they belong and matter to one another in a group (1986).  Boyer and the 
Carnegie Foundation suggested six principles for community on the college campus—
purposeful, open, just, disciplined, caring and celebrative (1990).  The literature review 
includes several empirical studies examining the influence of a sense of community on 
student success.  The research questions seek to reveal if the sense of community is 
associated with the physical spaces.  And more specifically, is the sense of community on 
the college campus associated with the physical space of the college union? 
Consultants, architects, and campus planners spend hundreds of hours reinforcing 
the assumption that physical space can impact a sense of community at an institution of 
higher education.  These discussions occur as the college libraries, the classroom 
buildings, the residence halls, and the college unions of the 21st century are designed. In 
the United States millions of dollars are spent annually to renovate and build facilities 
that create opportunities for interaction and collaboration – libraries, classroom buildings, 
residence halls, and college unions.  Architects and planners lead discussions with 
faculty, staff, students, and administrators suggesting that design impacts the possibilities 
of engagement and connection.  Michael Haggans, a scholar in the School of Architecture 
at the University of Minnesota and editor of Campus Matters: More Clicks, Different 
Bricks (http://www.campusmatters.net), argues that each of these facilities – libraries, 
classrooms, and college unions – has a place in the future of higher education even with 
the growth of virtual learning opportunities (Carlson, 2012). The posts in Scott Carlson’s 
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blog dedicated to buildings and grounds for The Chronicle of Higher Education concur 
(2013). Furthermore, higher education researchers suggest that college students need to 
feel a sense of community to thrive and succeed (Berger, 1997; Boyer, 1990; Brown & 
Burdsal, 2012; Cheng, 2004; Kinzie & Schuh, 2008; Oldenburg, 1999; Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 2005; Seidman, 2005; Tinto, 2007; Tinto & Prusser, 2006).  Does the physical 
environment matter in building that sense of community? Does the college union matter 
in building that sense of community?  This study will attempt to connect the relationship 
between a sense of community and the physical space of the college campus, and 
specifically the relationships between a sense of community and the college union for 
today’s college student.   
Theoretical Rationale 
Campus ecology represents a paradigm for looking at the college campus as 
interdependent systems of people, physical settings, and activities.  Campus ecology is a 
framework that was presented in the early 1970s to explain the relationship between 
college students and their environments.  It was one of the foundational references for 
some of the most recognized surveys of today’s college student experience – the National 
Survey of Student Engagement (University of Indiana Center for Postsecondary Research 
and the National Survey of Student Engagement Institute for Effective Educational 
Practice, 2013) and the Cooperative Institutional Research Program Freshman Survey 
(University of California Los Angeles Higher Education Research Institute, 2013; Kuh, 
Pace, & Vesper, 1997). Campus ecology is also used as a point of reference for 
architects, planners, and practitioners who manage campus facilities for residential living 
and student activities.  It is a framework that includes the relationships between the four 
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components of human environment: (a) human characteristics, (b) the organizational 
structures, (c) the collective constructs or the perceptions of the setting, and (d) the 
physical environment (Moos, 1976; Strange & Banning, 2001).  To frame the more 
specific discussion related to physical space and its relationship to a sense of community, 
an overview of campus ecology is presented.   
The foundation of campus ecology is in the work of the social psychologist Kurt 
Lewin.  Lewin’s theory and the foundation of social psychology are that behavior is a 
function of the interaction between the person and his or her environment (Banning & 
Bryner, 2001).  Lewin articulated the differences and complexities of the psychological 
space compared to the physical space, that is, physics (1936).  He described how in 
physics, a change is caused by a specific action. The specific action, and any associated 
variables, can be isolated, and the change can be described by the action. Any outside 
influence can be identified and becomes part of the equation.  In the psychological space, 
this is not the case.  The outside influences are infinite and how an individual responds to 
the outside influence can be different; therefore, creating a situation where influences on 
a situation cannot be derived from the psychobiological properties of the preceding 
situation.  Any change in the environment will alter the next situation.  The effects of a 
psychological event depend on what is in the mind as well as what is happening in the 
environment.  Campus ecology takes the person-environment interaction and focuses on 
the college experience.  Furthermore, it suggests that students’ growth and development 
is a result of their relationship with the environment (Banning & Kaiser, 1974; Kaiser, 
1975). 
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James Banning and Leland Kaiser presented the ecological perspective model for 
campus design/campus ecology in the early 1970s (1974).  Banning’s and Kaiser’s 
academic training was in clinical psychology but both worked in higher education.  They 
wanted to create a paradigm for the work of student affairs in higher education.  The role 
of student affairs professionals in higher education is to provide programs and services to 
assist with college student learning and development outside the classroom.  
Responsibilities within student affairs include, but are not limited to, residential life; 
inter- and intra-collegiate athletics; counseling and health services; academic advising 
and support programs; new student orientation and retention services; admissions, 
registration, and financial aid; college unions and student activities; and safety, security, 
and conduct (Sandeen, 1999).  Banning and Kaiser described campus ecology as a lens to 
analyze the programs and services provided by student affairs professionals. Campus 
ecology was conceptualized in an attempt to recognize that the environment of a college 
campus affects the students’ experiences and that changes to this environment can foster 
student learning and development (Banning & Bryner, 2001).  In practical terms, the 
work of student affairs professionals is to positively impact the growth and development 
of students through intentionality of program design, organizational structure, 
intervention strategies, and even the design of physical space.  To that end, there are eight 
themes that comprise the conceptual framework for campus ecology.  They are presented 
in Figure 1.2 and discussed in more detail in the following paragraphs.     
The influence of Lewin’s person environment theory is evident in the first theme 
of campus ecology: “students are primarily motivated by a desire for experience” (Kaiser, 
1975, p. 34). Human consciousness takes experiences, interprets them during the 
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experience, and then they become the result of the experience (Kaiser, 1975).  Kaiser 
explains this concept in reference to the campus environment: “Students are where they 
have been, their consciousness is an ongoing total of their experience.  Change the 
experience and the consciousness is altered” (p. 34).  Like Lewin’s person-environment 
theory, this concept suggests that the environment influences the behavior of the student.  
The second theme suggests that there is a transactional relationship between the student 
and the environment:  there is influence of environment on the individual and the 
individual on the environment. 
The third theme states that the focus of campus ecology is on shaping the 
properties of the campus environment while recognizing that college students are active 
participants in the process.  Students may not react in the manner that was intended; they 
may even completely resist the environmental influence.  When taken together, the 
second and third themes connect with the fourth theme in a way that reinforces the 
developmental aspects of campus ecology.  The experiences gained in spaces – physical 
or mental – are opportunities for students to grow and develop.  Spaces are defined both 
as physical and existential, space occupied by consciousness (Kaiser, 1975; Lewin, 
1936).  The language of campus ecology was created in a way that a common vocabulary 
can be used by psychiatrists, counselors, student affairs practitioners, and even architects 
to talk about the design of environments (Kaiser, 1975; personal communication with Dr 
James Banning, February 7, 2013).  The experiences in the environments should be 
focused on consciousness-raising that positively impacts the college students’ 
experiences, their growth and development, their social integration, and their sense of 
community on the college campus.    
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1. Students are primarily motivated by a desire for experience. Consciousness expands or becomes 
more inclusive during experience. A campus environment consists of all the stimuli that impinge 
upon the students’ sensory modalities, including physical, chemical, biological, and social 
stimulation. 
2. A transactional relationship exists between college students and their campus environment and 
are shaped by it. 
3. For purposes of environmental design, the shaping properties of the campus environment are 
focused on; however the students are still viewed as active, choice-making agents who may 
resist, transform, or nullify environmental influences. 
4. Every student possesses the capacity for a wide spectrum of possible behaviors. A campus 
environment may facilitate or inhibit any one or more of those behaviors.  The campus should be 
intentionally designed to offer opportunities, incentives, and reinforcements for growth and 
development. 
5. Because of the wide range of individual differences among students, fitting the campus 
environment to the student requires the creation of a wide variety of campus subenvironments.  
There must be an attempt to design for the wide range of individual characteristics found among 
students. 
6. Students will attempt to cope with any educational environment in which they are placed.  If the 
environment is not compatible with the students, the students may react negatively or fail to 
develop desirable qualities. 
7. Every campus has a design, even if the administration, faculty, and students have not planned it 
or are not consciously aware of it.  A design technology for campus environments, therefore, is 
useful for both the analysis of existing campus environments and the design of new ones. 
8. Successful campus design depends on input from all campus members including students, 
faculty, staff, administration, and trustees or regents.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.2. The Eight Themes of Campus Ecology.  The eight themes are the ceceptual 
core of campus ecogloy.  The have been adapted from Kaiser’s original publication 
describing the design of campus environments for college student growth and 
development, 1975, and updated in Strange & Banning, 2001, pp. 200-202. 
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The fourth and fifth themes recognize the diversity of the student population and 
the groups with which they interact.  Both themes encourage intentionality in the 
inclusivity of design and recognition that multiple opportunities and reinforcements must 
be presented to positively impact growth and development.  The sixth theme is a 
reminder that students will attempt to cope with any environment.  However, as is noted 
in Tinto’s theory of student departure, if the environment is not compatible, students may 
fail to grow and develop, and will eventually leave (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  The 
seventh theme recognizes the reality that every campus has an environment, even if it 
was not planned.  This reality suggests that the college administration has a responsibility 
to analyze the current environments and their impacts and make improvements to shape 
student growth and development.  Furthermore, the analysis of the environment is critical 
when the opportunities for new design are present.  The final theme describes the 
importance of input into design of the campus environment.  Involvement by students, 
faculty, staff, administrators, alumni, community partners, and others ties directly back to 
themes four and five which speak to the diversity of the student population and their 
multiple subgroups. 
The eight themes of campus ecology suggest the intentionality of environmental 
design to optimize college student learning and development (Kaiser, 1975). For 
purposes of this study, campus ecology is the framework that will be used to learn more 
about students’ sense of community on the college campus and to seek to learn if 
physical space has a relationship to that sense of community.  Since initially presented, 
campus ecology has been embraced by architects and planners that assist higher 
education professionals with design and construction of facilities, especially those related 
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to college students’ experiences outside the classroom.    However, it was not necessarily 
embraced by higher education researchers.  References to it are difficult to find in the 
literature, unless there is a discussion of physical space on the college campus.   And has 
already been discussed, there is limited literature on the impacts of physical space on the 
college student experience.  The campus ecology framework is complicated because of 
the multitude of variables that exist in the human environment and the inability to isolate 
those variables.  Human environments have four key components:  human characteristics, 
organizational structures, collective constructs or perceptions of the setting, and physical 
environment (Moos, 1976; Strange & Banning, 2001).  When the four components of the 
human environment interact with the design of the specified environment, there is an 
impact on behavior.  The impact of the behavior is described as the transactional 
relationship.  The transactional relationship can be influenced by creation or adjustment 
to one or more of the components of the human environment – human, organization, 
perceptions, or physical.  The four components of human environment need description 
in the context of the college campus to more clearly illustrate the transactional 
relationship. 
Human characteristics.  The human characteristics of the college student play a 
role in the transactional relationships described in campus ecology. These characteristics 
include demographics as well as developmental status. Ethnicity, gender, sexual 
orientation, physical ability, socio-economic levels, first-generation college student 
status, transfer status, and intellect are just a few examples of characteristics that impact 
how the student interacts with the environment.  In reference to developmental 
characteristics, students are at different stages of their human development.  There are 
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several theories of human development that are focused on the college student 
population.  These theories are often referred to as college student personnel theory.  
How students approach each environment, each transaction, is influenced by where they 
are in their development.  One example of a college student development theory was 
developed in 1969 by Arthur Chickering.  The theory was based on the development of 
traditional aged college students which is generally defined as those students who are 
ages 18 to 22.  He suggested there are seven vectors of development: (a) developing 
competence, (b) managing emotions, (c) developing autonomy, (d) establishing identity, 
(e) freeing interpersonal relationships, (f) developing purpose, and (g) developing 
integrity (Widick, Parker & Knefelkamp, 1978).  Chickering suggests that through 
interventions presented in the higher education environment, students will develop 
through a cycle of differentiation and integration.  These interventions include (a) 
engaging students to make choices, (b) requiring students to interact with individuals who 
are different from them, (c) creating diverse experiences, (d) involving students in 
problem solving of complex intellectual and social problems, and (e) prioritizing 
opportunities for students to receive feedback.  The behavior of students will differ based 
on their developmental level when they encounter interventions, or transactions, as they 
are referred in the campus ecology literature.  Chickering’s vector theory is an example 
of the complexity of the human characteristics factor in campus ecology. 
Organizational structures.  Campus ecology also suggests that the 
organizational structures of each institution influence the student experience.   Institutions 
of higher education are complex organizations, often referred to as bureaucratic, in the 
negative sense.  The ability to access faculty and services plays a role in the transactional 
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opportunities for students.  The student-centered educational philosophy of the University 
of Kansas (KU) is an example of how the organizational structure impacts the students’ 
experiences.  KU strives to live its mission of excellence in instruction, service, research, 
internationalization, and humanitarian values.  For purposes of this discussion, one of the 
five main areas of KU excellence, instruction, will be used to illustrate the transactional 
relationship between the organizational structure and the student experience.   Although 
classified as very high research activity – the highest research level by its Carnegie 
Classification (2013), the KU mission suggests that the institution equally values teaching 
and research by its faculty (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2010).  Teaching is emphasized 
in new faculty recruitment and orientation.  Teacher training is required of all incoming 
graduate student teaching assistants, and an annual teaching summit attracts one-third of 
all faculty as participants.  Senior level administrators, including the chancellor are 
required to teach one class per year and multiple teaching awards are presented at football 
and men’s basketball contests (the other aspect of KU’s national reputation).  Student 
mentoring, undergraduate research, service learning, and required student representation 
on university policy committees are just a few examples of opportunities for students and 
faculty to engage outside the classroom in meaningful ways. With over 27,000 students, 
KU boasts a 79% retention rate of first year students with 90% of its students graduated 
or still enrolled in college after four years (College Portrait, 2013).  Attention is paid to 
the organizational structure of KU to promote student success.  Students’ transactional 
relationships with the faculty, staff and administrators are meant to be engaging and 
developmental. The KU organizational structure and systems lend themselves to 
promotion of excellence in instruction. 
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Collective constructs/perceptions.  In the context of campus ecology, collective 
constructs and perceptions are developed through conversations, artifacts, rituals, 
symbols, and presentations about the institution of higher education.  There is a 
transactional relationship between the student and “…the specific impression and intuited 
understandings…”  that are communicated about the college campus (Strange & 
Banning, 2001, p. 85).  This component of the human environment is often referred to as 
the institutional culture (Lane, 2013). Two examples of collective constructs or 
perceptions are provided.  The first is at Evergreen State University (Evergreen) in 
Washington, located in a densely wooded area along the coast of Puget Sound.  
Evergreen uses teaching and learning strategies that promote personal engagement with 
learning and connecting theory with practice. This culture is evident in Evergreen’s farm 
to table initiative. Evergreen has a campus farm that produces organic produce as a 
sustainable source of food for campus dining halls (Kuh et al., 2005).  Students are 
involved in course work that requires them to plant and cultivate the crops; understand 
and analyze the botanical properties of the produce; analyze food costs; and more.  The 
culture of Evergreen is one of engaged learning, grounded in environmental 
conscientiousness. A second example can be found at University of Texas at El Paso 
(UTEP).  In response to the changing demographics of the region in the mid-1980s, 
UTEP, located on the border of the United States and Mexico in southwest Texas, chose 
to refocus its mission from its Harvard-on-the-border liberal arts focus to a Hispanic-
majority and Hispanic-serving institution (Kuh, et al., 2005).  Today UTEP’s presence in 
the community and as a leader in educating recent immigrants is evident in El Paso and in 
the region.  Community outreach efforts include but are not limited to supporting six 
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community health clinics that work with immigrants and the management of a well-
developed program for sixth grade children and their parents to promote college 
preparedness.  The student population has a large number of first generation college 
students whose primary language is not English.  Multiple academic and support services 
have been created to support the largest institution in the United States with a majority of 
Mexican American students (Kuh, et al., 2005).  With both Evergreen and UTEP, the 
culture of the institution is evidenced by the activities that are prioritized.  Students can 
develop a perspective of the institution and recognize its culture by the types of activities 
and programs that are highlighted and reinforced.  These perspectives allow for 
engagement at multiple developmental and interest levels with different activities that 
promote the priorities of the institution. 
Physical environment.  The physical environment on the college campus 
includes the buildings and grounds; the interior space – lounges, classrooms, residence 
hall rooms, dining halls, corridors; the space in-between buildings; parking lots; signage 
and its spatial orientation – how does one get from one place to another; art and artifacts; 
garbage cans; cigarette disposal systems; entryways; exits; and landscaping (Strange & 
Banning, 2001).  The transactional relationships, described in campus ecology, are non-
verbal in nature and occur as soon as the student walks on campus.  Four examples are 
provided to illustrate the transactional relationship within the physical environment:  (a) a 
symbolic main entrance may create a welcome feeling when a student steps or drives 
onto campus; (b) the grounds that are free of litter, provide season-appropriate flower and 
fauna, and have well-maintained sidewalks that seem to create a feeling of care; (c) 
bathroom signage that says men and then ladies, may suggest that women are not equal; 
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and (d) the style of the classroom furniture creates an assumption of pedagogy – lecture 
style seating, tables with chairs, computer lab.  A transaction occurs between the student 
and the physical environment that impacts how the student approaches the situation.  The 
literature review in Chapter 2 provides six studies that are situated on college campuses 
that suggest there is a transactional relationship between the students and the physical 
environment of the college campus.  When brought together they begin to suggest that 
there is a transactional relationship between the physical space and the students’ sense of 
community.   
Campus design matrix. The four components of the human environment are 
brought together in The Campus Design Matrix (Figure 1.3).  This matrix was created as 
a tool to assist practitioners with assessment of the environment in the context of campus 
ecology.  College union directors, residential life directors, campus planners, architects, 
and consultants who have been hired to plan and design college facilities use this tool to 
generate discussion about a sense of community and physical space.  The left-side of the 
diagram lists the four components of human environment described previously.  The top 
of the matrix allows for assessment of  impact of the environmental design from positive 
to negative.  The positive or active forces are described as environments that stimulate 
and challenge students toward growth; while the negative forces are described as 
environments that limit or inhibit behaviors or engender stress (Moos, 1976; Strange & 
Banning, 2001). 
The bottom axis of the figure provides descriptors of the purpose of the 
environment.  In the context of the analysis of the physical environment, the purpose of 
the physical design must be understood.  Why was the facility or the part of the facility 
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constructed?  Was its primary purpose safety, inclusion, a place for community to meet, 
or a place for students to be involved?   
 
       
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.3.  Campus Desgin Matrix. The matrix illustrates the integration of  human 
environment concepts to allow for assessment and action.  Adapted from Educating by 
Design: Creating Campus Learning Environments that Work, by C. C. Strange and J.H. 
Banning, 2001, p.203. 
The matrix allows practitioners to explore three questions: “(1) What components 
are involved in this particular environmental assessment or action? (2) What is the impact 
of the current design? (3) What is the intended focus or purpose of this design?”  (Strange 
& Banning, 2001, p. 202).  These questions and their answers can be applied to 
discussions of current conditions, program development, facility design, and renovation 
discussion.  The matrix is applicable to the analysis of the physical environment, and the 
perceptions and experiences around these physical environments by its users – students, 
administrators, faculty, alumni, and visitors.   
The matrix illustrates the complex nature of campus ecology. More specifically, it 
illustrates the transactional relationships of a person-environment theory.  A set of 
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theories where each experience builds upon itself to create new experiences, and the 
reality that individual differences will impact each students’ perceptions of the built-
environment, whether they know the purpose or not.  College union professionals, 
campus planners and architects, and firms that specialize in working with higher 
education identify with the physical portion of human environment included in campus 
ecology.  They use campus ecology as a point of departure as they discuss the impact of 
the physical facilities on the experience of college students in the United States.  They 
have embraced two concepts that have their origins in environmental psychology to relate 
the transactional relationship between the physical environment and the students who 
occupy it.  These two concepts are called architectural possibilism and architectural 
probabilism (Strange & Banning, 2001; Porteous, 1977; Moos, 1976).  Architectural 
possibilism views the physical environment as a source of possibilities that may influence 
behavior. “…all physical features have an equal chance of attracting user interest and 
affecting their experience” (Rullman, Van den Kieboom, & Van Jura, 2012, p.11).  This 
perspective suggests that campus planning decisions, such as sidewalk placement, create 
opportunities for students to have experiences on their daily walk through campus.  For 
example, from the thoughtfully placed sidewalk, students could view art and ponder its 
meaning; or they could view an overflowing garbage can and become disgusted with the 
care for the institution.  Architectural probabilism takes the possibilities and makes them 
more probable – the probability of a response can be impacted by design (Rullman et al., 
2012).  The placement of food service on the first floor of college unions is a simple 
example.  Students see and smell food and move from possible customers to probable 
customers.    
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Architects and planners that specialize in the design of college facilities use 
campus ecology and the concepts of architectural possibilism and architectural 
probabilism, in conjunction with the campus design matrix to discuss the impact of the 
environment on the student experience.  These professionals believe passionately that 
their work positively impacts the student experience.  They believe that the physical 
space has the possibility and the probability to engage students in their college experience 
in a way that provides a sense of belonging on the college campus.  They believe that 
their work builds community on campus and is a factor in positively influencing 
perception and persistence.  However, the empirical evidence is minimal.  This study will 
contribute to the discussion of the relationship between facilities and more specifically 
the college union and the students’ sense of community on the college campus.   
Statement of Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to contribute to the literature related to the 
relationship between the students’ sense of community on the college campus and the 
physical space of the college union.  A satisfaction survey, administered by a large state 
system of higher education in the Middle Atlantic region of the United States (MAUS), 
provides a large data set that can be used to analyze if there is a quantifiable relationship 
between the satisfaction of students’ sense of community and the satisfaction with the 
college union on their respective campuses.  There is a gap in the empirical literature to 
support the suggestion that there is a relationship between college students’ sense of 
community and the college union.  This study will attempt to provide findings that begin 
to fill this gap.  
 25 
Research Questions 
The following research questions are being explored within a secondary data set 
of undergraduate students who attend colleges and universities within a large state system 
of higher education found in the Middle Atlantic region of the United States of America.  
The primary research question is listed first and is followed by the supporting, more 
detailed questions that relate specifically to analysis of the 2012 MAUS Student Opinion 
Survey data.   
1. Is there a relationship between a sense of community on campus and the 
college union? 
2. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with a sense of 
belonging, college social activities, and their social support network on the 
MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey?  
3. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the physical 
environment of the college campuses and a sense of community on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey? 
4. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the college union 
and a sense of community on the MAUS campuses that participated in the 
2012 Student Opinion Survey? 
5. Are there differences in the relationships between students’ satisfaction with 
the college union and their satisfaction with a sense of community on the 
MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey based 
on demographic data? 
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This study will provide insight into the existence of a statistical relationship between 
students’ satisfaction with the physical environment and their satisfaction with the factors 
that lead to a sense of community on campus – sense of belonging, college social 
activities, and social support network.  The methodology will include correlation analysis 
followed by multiple regression techniques.  The results will not only provide insight into 
the research questions; the results will provide the foundation for additional study. 
Potential Significance of the Study 
This research project seems to be the first quantitative study to analyze the 
relationship between a sense of community and the college union in the United States.  In 
a recent meta-analysis using a bounded qualitative synthesis framework, two researchers 
explored the content of dissertations written about the college union in the United States 
from 1981 to 2011 (DeSawal & Yakaboski, 2013).  After an extensive database search, 
only 23 dissertations were identified.  Out of these 23, only four dealt specifically with 
the college union facility.  The four studies included one study on faculty attitudes toward 
the college union at historically black colleges and universities; two studies related to 
student satisfaction with specific facilities; and one study was an historical review of the 
student union movement at the University of Kansas.   The other 20 dissertations fell into 
the categories of organizational leadership, personnel, administration, and student 
involvement.  As has been discussed, the practical literature in the college union field 
suggests that a relationship exists between the college union and a sense of community on 
the college campus.  The results of this study will provide empirical evidence to support 
or refute the role of the college union in contributing to a sense of community on college 
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campuses in the United States.  This study has the potential to narrow the gap in the 
literature and create opportunities for additional study. 
Definitions of Terms 
College social activities.  Programs coordinated by professional staff or college 
students that are social in nature.  Examples include, but are not limited to, comedians, 
musical or fine arts performances, dances, theater productions, lectures, novelty games, 
inflatables, speed networking, karaoke, video and computer gaming competitions.   
College union.  For purposes of this research study, the college union is the 
physical facility that is dedicated to a variety of programs, activities, and services that 
when taken together, represent a well-considered plan for college life (Butts, et al, 2012).  
In the literature it may also be referred to as the student center, the student union, the 
memorial union, the campus center, or the university center. 
 MAUS.  A state system of higher education in the Middle Atlantic States of the 
United States that includes more than sixty institutions that include community colleges, 
technical schools, comprehensive colleges, and research universities. 
Physical environment of the college campus.  The built and cultivated 
environment of the college campus, which includes, but is not limited to buildings, 
walkways and circulation, signage (permanent and temporary), art, lighting, trees, places 
for congregating (plazas, grassy areas, benches), water features, architectural finishes 
(both interior and exterior), and refuse and recycling systems (Strange & Banning, 2001). 
Sense of belonging.    A sense of belonging is defined as encompassing students’ 
feelings of identification with the institution, sense of shared values and their ability to 
integrate into the institution’s academic and social systems (Schussler & Fierros, 2008). 
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A sense of belonging is also defined as being similar to other members of a group and 
having the common sense notion of “fit” with the institution and its culture (Bean, 2005). 
Sense of community.  For purposes of this study, a sense of community on the 
college campus will be defined as described in an unpublished manuscript written by 
David McMillan in 1976.  A sense of community is “…a feeling that members have of 
belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another and to the group, and a shared 
faith that members’ needs will be met through their commitment to be together” 
(McMillan & Chavis, 1986, p. 9).   
Social support network.  The social bonds that college students form with others 
on campus is called social integration or the creation of a social support network.  This 
includes friendships, relationships with faculty, relationships with support staff, and 
relationships with professionals in offices including, but not limited to services within 
academic departments and student affairs.  Positive social support networks have been 
found to promote student learning and development leading to retention and graduation 
(Bean, 2005; Tinto, 1993; Tinto & Prusser, 2006).  Furthermore, research suggests that 
the social support networks are more important for students from underrepresented 
populations (Tinto, 1993; Tinto & Prusser, 2006).   
Student affairs in higher education.  Student affairs is the name provided to 
organizational functions at colleges and universities that support the needs of students 
outside the classroom including students personal growth and development, integration of 
curricular and co-curricular content and experiences, and creating a campus community 
(Hughes, 1999).  Each institution of higher education is unique and may or may not 
include all the functional areas described here.  Moreover student affairs divisions in 
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higher education may include additional areas based on the mission and culture of a 
specific institution.  For the most part, the following programs and services are included 
in the definition of student affairs in higher education:  operational functions related to 
enrollment management of the institution – recruitment, admissions, financial aid, course 
registration, and academic records management; college unions and student activities; 
health services, counseling, and overall health education efforts; residential life; 
community service; student leadership development; food service; intercollegiate 
athletics; student recreation; support and programs for students with disabilities, first 
generation college students, and economically disadvantaged students; women centers, 
multicultural or multi-ethnic centers, and programs related to equity, diversity and 
inclusion; safety and security; and judicial affairs (Sandeen, 1999).   
Student opinion survey.  The Student Opinion Survey (SOS) is a satisfaction 
survey instrument that is administered every three years by a state system of higher 
education found in the Middle Atlantic region of the United States (MAUS).  The 
foundational instrument for the SOS is the ACT Student Opinion Survey developed in the 
1980s and still used by ACT today to evaluate students’ perspectives of their college 
experiences (ACT, 2012).   The SOS, defined by MAUS, is an evaluation tool that is used 
to identify areas of the college or university that need improvement, meet, or exceed 
expectations for a specific institution or collectively for the MAUS system (Blose & 
Billie, 2012). 
Student satisfaction.  In the context of this study, student satisfaction is defined 
on a Likert-type scale found in the Student Opinion Survey (SOS) instrument which is 
administered by a state system of higher education found in the Middle Atlantic States of 
 30 
the United States (MAUS). The Likert-style responses for levels of satisfaction are as 
follows:  (a) did not use or not available, (b) very satisfied, (c) satisfied, (d) neither 
satisfied nor dissatisfied, (e) dissatisfied, and (f) very dissatisfied.   
Chapter Summary 
 Career college union professionals and the association that supports them, the 
Association of College Unions International (ACUI), suggest that the role of the college 
union is to build community on campus (Butts et al., 2012; ACUI, 2014).  Campus 
ecology, a person-environment theory of college student development, seems to suggest 
that among other things, the physical environment of the college campus can influence 
the student experience.   However, in both instances, there is limited peer-reviewed 
literature to support these suggestions.  Utilizing data from a student satisfaction survey, 
administered by one of the largest systems of public higher education in the United 
States, there is an opportunity to analyze if a relationship exists. The research questions 
for the study align with the satisfaction questions that are asked on the survey.  Chapter 2 
provides an overview of the literature pertaining to the a sense of community on campus 
and the role and history of the college union.  Chapter 3 provides details on the secondary 
data set that is used for the study and outlines the study methodology .  Chapter 4 
describes the results of the statistical analysis performed on the seconday data set.  The 
discussion contained in Chapter 5 includes implicaations, limiatations, and 
recommendations related to four areas of higher education: (a) research, (b) academia, (c) 
practice, and (d) executive leadership.  The analysis of the results provide information 
that can narrow the gap in the research literature related to the college union’s impact on 
students’ sense of community on the college campus. 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 
 
Introduction and Purpose 
The college union is often called the community center of the college campus. 
College union practitioners have written extensively about the relationship between the 
college union and a sense of community on campus; however, there is little, if no, 
empirical evidence to support the existence of the relationship.  The purpose of this study 
is to identify if a relationship exists between students’ sense of community and the 
physical space of the college union.  The study will use the results of a student opinion 
survey administered by a state system of higher education located in the Middle Atlantic 
Region of the United States as quantitative data for analysis.  The primary research 
question is listed first and is followed by the supporting, more detailed questions that 
relate specifically to analysis of the 2012 MAUS SOS data.   
1. Is there a relationship between a sense of community on campus and the 
college union? 
2. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with a sense of 
belonging, college social activities, and their social support network on the 
MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey?  
3. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the physical 
environment of the college campuses and a sense of community on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey? 
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4. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the college union 
and a sense of community on the MAUS campuses that participated in the 
2012 Student Opinion Survey? 
5. Are there differences in the relationships between students’ satisfaction with 
the college union and their satisfaction with a sense of community on the 
MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey based 
on demographic data? 
The purpose of Chapter 2 is to provide a summary of the relevant literature that 
suggests that there may be a relationship between the college union and the college 
students’ sense of community on campus.  The literature review is organized into three 
sections.  The first section is dedicated to building an understanding of the importance of 
a sense of community on the college campus by presenting evidence that articulates how 
a sense of belonging and strong social support networks lead to student success in 
college. It is a summary of eight studies that provide evidence that support the positive 
relationship between students’ sense of community and their retention, satisfaction, and 
graduation from college. The second section of the literature review provides examples of 
the relationship between physical space and the college student experience. As has been 
mentioned previously, there has been little empirical research studying the relationship 
between the physical environment of the college campus and college students’ sense of 
community.  The section begins with studies that analyze the relationship between 
components of the physical environment of the college campus and the experience of the 
students who occupy it.  They are not inclusive to studying the sense of community on 
campus; however, they do provide empirical evidence that the physical environment has 
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a relationship on the college student experience. The second section also includes 
literature examining the concept of third place.  Third place is described as a place where 
people feel a sense of community.  Home is the first place; work is the second place; and 
the third place is where people go to connect with others (Oldenburg, 1989).  Studies 
from the fields of business and interior design are presented first to set the stage for two 
studies of third place that are specifically situated on college campuses.  The third section 
of Chapter 2 is dedicated to the scholarly literature related to the college union.  It 
provides a chronology of the development of college unions from their inception in 
England to the present day facilities on United States college campuses.  The history is 
followed by a summary of the literature that suggests there is a relationship between the 
college union and students’ sense of community on campus.  College union practitioners 
have written extensively about the relationship between the physical aspects of the 
college union and the students’ sense of community.  This literature is not empirical in 
nature; however, it provides the context for this study.  This study will analyze the results 
of a student opinion survey to answer the primary research question: Is there a 
relationship between a sense of community on campus and the college union? 
Sense of Community on the College Campus 
The research on the sense of community on the college campus has been informed 
by multiple researchers and thought leaders in the fields of United States higher 
education and community psychology.  Although there is not an abundance of literature 
that suggests a direct link between a sense of community to student retention and 
persistence (Brown & Bursdal, 2012), there are multiple studies that suggest that a sense 
of community on campus is a positive factor in the equation. The empirical studies 
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presented in this section of the literature review are grouped by foundational principle: 
(a) Vincent Tinto’s concept of a sense of belonging and theories of social integration, (b) 
McMillian & Chavis and the Sense of Community Index, (c) Gardner’s characteristics of 
community, and (d) Boyer and The Carnegie Foundation’s principles of community. 
Tinto’s theory of social integration.  Vincent Tinto is one of the leading 
researchers in college student retention in the United States.  Tinto’s theory of student 
departure suggests that rewarding encounters in both academic and social settings lead to 
integration into the college community and negative encounters impede students’ 
connection to campus, increasing their feelings of marginality and their ultimate lack of 
persistence at the institution (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 2007; Tinto & Prusser, 
2006).  Components of this integration include establishment of personal bonds among 
and between students, faculty, and staff.  These personal bonds are often referred to as a 
students’ sense of belonging on the college campus (Harris, 2006).   
The first three studies assess students’ sense of belonging on the college campus.  
A sense of belonging is defined as encompassing students’ feelings of identification with 
the institution, sense of shared values and their ability to integrate into the institution’s 
academic and social systems (Schussler & Fierros, 2008).  A lack of sense of belonging is 
a phrase that is used when describing why students depart for college.  The literature 
suggests that a lack of a sense of belonging or social integration is one of the reasons why 
students depart (Tinto, 2007; Tinto & Prusser, 2006).   In the first study, a mixed method 
design was used to examine first-year student perceptions of their academic environment, 
relationships with members of the college community, and sense of belonging at the 
institution (Schussler & Fierros, 2008).  The population consisted of students in four 
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residential learning communities at a private, mid-sized university in the northeast United 
States.  The four living learning communities provided a variety of options for first-year 
students and their living arrangements.  A credit bearing, two-semester, interdisciplinary 
course called Core Humanities Seminar (CHS) was required for each community, but 
presented in a different way.  The University Experience community also included a 
leadership course and all students lived in the same residence hall.  The Visions of 
Freedom community was part of a larger residence hall and the students were intermixed 
with students that were not in the community for their CHS.  The faculty for the CHS 
shared an academically themed syllabus. The Housemaster community students were in 
three different residence halls but were in the same CHS.  The faculty assigned to these 
groups also coordinated lectures and field trips. The Low-Impact community students 
were assigned to the CHS section based on place of residency and had no additional 
programming or academically themed experiences.   
Initially a Likert-type survey was administered to 1,517 first-year students who 
lived in the four communities to identify differences between the learning communities.  
To obtain a richer understanding of why the differences existed, the survey was followed 
by the employment of qualitative design methodologies.  A survey with open-ended 
questions was given to a sub-set of 119 first-year students and interviews were conducted 
with five focus groups.   The Likert-type survey was developed using the Goodenow’s 
Psychological School Membership Survey (1993) and questions from previous program 
evaluations.  The survey was piloted to improve construct validity.  The survey was 
mandatory therefore negating any non-response bias.  Factor analysis was applied to 
survey results which generated four factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 accounting 
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for 49.95% of the variances between the students’ experiences in the living learning 
communities: (a) residence hall interactions – relationships with others and perceived 
culture in the residence hall, (b) relationship with professors, (c) sense of belonging at the 
university, and (d) competitiveness between students.  For each of the four factors, the 
mean scores, on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranged from 3.42 – 4.31 with the means 
found in the University Experience community highest for each of the factors.  However, 
there was not a statistically significant difference between the four communities in 
reference to each of the four factors – residence hall interactions, relationship with 
professor, sense of belonging, and competitiveness (p < .05).   
The open-ended survey results revealed more specific data related to the 
differences between the communities.  The questions asked students to give advice to 
next year’s students related to academics and establishing a sense of belonging, and to 
provide advice to the university to create a better sense of community.  Responses from 
these questions were coded and provided information on the different student experiences 
for each of the communities.  The responses related to academics for Visions of Freedom 
and Low-Impact focused on the importance of getting homework done and time 
management.  For University Experience and Housemaster students, the responses 
suggested that forming study groups and interacting with faculty were more important.  
In reference to a sense of belonging, the responses were consistent across all four 
communities.  The responses suggested that the learning communities helped students to 
form friendships and become involved in campus activities.  Students related a sense of 
belonging to one’s ability to integrate socially at the university.  In reference to 
suggestions of how the university could create a better sense of community, students 
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suggested that increasing university sponsored activities was important and to allow all 
first-year students to live together.  The latter was most prevalent in the communities that 
were separated from the other students – Visions and Housemasters.   
For the final part of the Schussler and Fierros study, focus group sessions were 
held to probe deeper into the differences among the experiences and to try to learn more 
about why the differences existed.  The discussions were organized around the results and 
findings from the surveys.  Students in University Experience and Housemaster used 
words like “family” and “house” to describe their residence hall (p. 86).  Those who lived 
in facilities that were more isolated from other parts of campus suggested that this 
isolation helped them bond with other members of the residence hall and their 
community, but separated them from the rest of the first-year students.  One student 
suggested that the small size of the residence hall in the Housemaster model drew 
students closer than in other settings.  A sense of belonging, described as students’ 
feeling of identification with the university and integration into the academic and social 
systems, were prevalent in all learning communities.  Students shared that they found 
places to form friendships and become involved in the university.   With the exception of 
the Low-Impact community, many students suggested that the personal connection with 
their peers in the learning communities helped them to adjust to the academic rigor of 
college.  It seemed clear in the qualitative findings that the residential environment is a 
valuable tool to establish social and academic networks for students.  The findings also 
revealed that the physical configuration of the residence hall may have some impact on 
how effective it is a mediating factor in students developing a sense of belonging.  
However, it could not be determined if the students’ social connections were more a 
 38 
product of a learning community model or more a product of the residence hall size, 
location, or configuration.   
First-year students were also the subject of a quantitative study that explored the 
predictability of persistence and retention from first-year to second-year based on the 
college students’ connectedness to the campus community and their personal motivation 
to succeed (Morrow & Ackermann, 2012).  The sample size was 965 undergraduate 
students who had participated in previous surveys.  The study used the Sense of 
Belonging Scale (SBS) developed in a 2002-03 study by Hoffman, Richmond, Morrow, 
and Salomone to measure students’ sense of belonging in the college environment and 
Wong’s Academic Attitudes Scale (AAS) to measure students’ motivation for attending 
college (1998).  The Cronbach’s alphas for the SBS subscales ranged from .89 to .92 
suggesting strong reliability.  The study also included one self-reported question about 
the likelihood to return to campus and the second-year retention rates obtained from the 
students’ academic record.    One hundred and fifty-six students responded, a 16% 
response rate.  Scores on the SBS subscales were normally distributed.  The researchers 
were unable to create a normal distribution for the AAS using multiple transformations, 
therefore the motivation subscales and intentions to persist used raw numbers.   In 
reference to a sense of belonging, the more perceived peer support students reported, the 
more likely they were to have enrolled their second year (Odds ratio = 2.06; p < .05).  In 
reference to motivational attitudes, the more the students agreed that their own personal 
development was a motivating factor, the more likely they were to have enrolled their 
second year (Odds ratio = 1.95; p < .05).  To learn which variables were the strongest 
predictors, a multiple regression analysis was performed on the dependent variable, first 
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to second year retention.  The overall logistic regression was significant (p < .01); 
accounting for 8% of the variance in retention.  Only personal development (Odds ratio = 
1.91, p < .01) was found as a significant predictor of retention to the second year; peer 
support, one of the sense of belonging variables, was no longer significant.  In summary, 
the findings show that there is some relationship between students’ sense of belonging 
and their intention to persist.   
The final study using the foundational theory of a sense of belonging is a 
quantitative study.  The study sought insight into the relationship between a sense of 
community and degree completion within a cohort based management and organizational 
development degree program (MOD) for adult returning students (Harris, 2006).  The 
researcher, who also taught in the program, identified the six curriculum-related elements 
as possible contributors to the creation of community.  His longevity working with 15 
MOD cohorts and elements identified in the literature were used to support content 
validity.  Reliability of the instrument was not established, and this was stated as a 
limitation of the study.  The results suggest that the students in the MOD program 
perceive that a genuine feeling of community was created in their cohort based on the 
direct yes/no question where 100% of the responses were in the affirmative. The 
instrument also asked respondents to rank the order of importance of the six curriculum 
elements: weekly devotions, dinner break, student secret supporter system, facilitative 
teaching style, e-mail communication after hours with other students, and having a 
unifying academic goal of degree attainment.  The three items that were of the highest 
importance were weekly devotions, sharing the goal of degree attainment, and the 
facilitation style of the faculty.  Chi-square statistical testing was conducted which 
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indicated a 99% degree of confidence in the results provided by the ranking.  Eighty-
seven percent of the cohort members suggested that the overall creation of community 
was a significant factor in obtaining their goal of degree completion.  Open-ended 
comments in reference to this result related to the supportive relationships found between 
cohort members – support and encouragement from peers; supportive faculty; and the 
opportunity for group work allowed students to capitalize on the wisdom of classmates.  
This study provides further confirmation of the importance of a sense of community and 
student success on the college campus.  The next set of studies was based on the 
community psychology literature and used an instrument that was derived from a 
commonly used definition of a sense of community. 
Sense of community index.  McMillan and Chavis defined the psychological 
sense of community as “a feeling that members have of belonging, a feeling that 
members matter to one another and to the group, and a shared faith that members’ needs 
will be met through their commitment to be together” (1986, p. 9; McMillan, 1976).  
McMillan and Chavis in concert with others developed the Sense of Community Index 
(SCI; Chavis, Hogge, McMillan, & Wandersman, 1986; McMillian & Chavis, 1986).  
Two studies that used the SCI are presented to continue to illustrate the role of a sense of 
community on the college campus.  The first study was quantitative in nature and 
involved an intercept survey of 102 undergraduate residents who were randomly chosen 
as they proceeded through their residence hall lobby.  The purpose of the study was to 
determine if there was a relationship between social climate factors identified in students’ 
psychological sense of community in the context of a university residential community 
(Pretty, 1990).  The residents were asked to complete two instruments, the shortened 
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version of the SCI and the University Residence Environment Scale (URES) Form R 
(Moos & Gerst, 1974).   The SCI has four subscales – membership/feeling of belonging; 
group cohesion; integration and fulfillment of needs; and shared emotional connection.  
The coefficient alpha was reported at .71 suggesting fairly strong reliability (Pretty, 
1990). The URES has ten subscales – involvement, support, traditional social orientation, 
competition, order/organization, intellectuality, academic achievement, student influence, 
innovation, and independence.  The subscales of the URES have reliability coefficients 
that range from .59 to .74 (Pretty, 1990).  The results showed highly significant 
correlations between all four subscale components of the SCI using the Pearson product-
moment correlation matrix (p < .000); however, further investigation using principal 
component analysis and item-to-subscale correlations indicated that it was not valid to 
represent the SCI data in terms of four separate subscale scores (Pretty, 1990).  The 
questionnaires were scored to provide for the four SCI component scores as one total 
psychological sense of community score (PSC).  Recognizing the lack of the validity of 
the individual scores, the PSC was used for further analyses.  Involvement and support 
were highly significant (p < .000) and intellectuality and order/organization were also 
significant (p < .001).  The factor of independence was significantly negatively correlated 
with PSC (p < .001).  Furthermore, results of the stepwise regression indicated that the 
sense of community in the residence hall can be partially predicted from the amount of 
involvement, academic achievement, and perceived support (R = .73). 
The work of McMillan and Chavis, as well as Tinto, was used to inform another 
study on a sense of community in residence halls in 1997 (Berger).  The purpose of this 
quantitative study was to examine how a sense of community on each floor of the first-
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year residence halls affected the process of social integration and first-year persistence.  
This particular study was part of a larger longitudinal study of first-year persistence 
where data were collected at three different points over a one-year period of time. The 
Student Information Form (SIF; 1995) produced by the Higher Education Research 
Institute at University of California, Los Angeles was administered at the end of first-year 
student orientation.  This survey contains a variety of items from demographic and 
experiential information to perceptions, attitudes and intentions. Midway through the first 
semester, the Early Collegiate Experiences Survey (ECES; 1996) was administered.  This 
survey was developed to assess student perceptions and behaviors that were found to be 
precursors to student persistence.  The final survey was the Freshman Year Survey (FYS, 
2006) administered midway through the second semester.  This instrument combined 
items from the SCI short form with previous institutionally created instruments used in 
measuring social integration, and additional items specific to the institution.  Three sense 
of community constructs were derived using exploratory factor analysis with the SIF and 
ECES since the SCI short form had yet to be proven reliable on the measures of its four 
sub-constructs (Berger, 1997; Pretty, 1990).  The three sub-constructs that were identified 
were (a) identity – sense of affiliation in the community, (b) community solidarity – 
extent to which students in a shared living unit share perspectives and work together to 
solve problems, and (c) community interaction – perceived frequency and intensity of 
interactions between members in the living unit (Berger, 1997).  Five sets of independent 
variables were used to test the model: student background characteristics, initial 
institutional commitment, sense of community measures, social integration, and 
subsequent institutional commitment.  These five independent variables were used based 
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on empirical research that suggested that these variables have a relationship with 
retention and persistence. The results provided several significant relationships.  Income 
played a positively significant role in all three sense of community constructs with Betas 
nearing .1 on all three scales.  White students were more likely to identify with their 
residential community then were students of color (β = .09).  Political liberal students 
were less likely to identify with their residential community (β = -.10) and high school 
grade point average was a positive predictor of interaction with the residential community 
(β = .1).  Initial institutional commitment had no statistically significant direct or indirect 
effect on the sense of community constructs.  The sense of community constructs had 
direct effects on social integration including positive peer relations (βs =.15 to .31).  The 
identity and solidarity constructs had positive effects on faculty relations; however the 
interaction construct was a negative predictor of faculty relations.  And finally, social 
integration and all three community constructs – identity, community solidarity, and 
community interaction – had positive relationships to the intent to re-enroll (Berger, 
1997).   
Gardner’s characteristics of community. Another example of the importance of 
a sense of community on the college campus comes from a case study conducted by 
Kinzie and Schuh (2008) comparing John W. Gardner’s characteristics of community 
with the programs and services offered at DEEP institutions.  Gardner served as the 
United States Secretary for Health, Education, and Welfare in the President Lyndon 
Johnson administration and was president of the Carnegie Corporation of New York and 
the Carnegie Foundation.  DEEP (Documenting Effective Educational Practice) is the 
acronym to describe higher education institutions that achieve higher than predicted 
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results on the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE).  NSSE is a nationally 
normed survey instrument that has been used at thousands of college campuses in the 
United States since 1998 (Kuh et al., 2005).  The content of NSSE was derived from 
several tools including one that studied campus environment, the College and University 
Environment Scale (Page, 1969).    
Project DEEP was a study of 20 of these high-performing institutions selected 
from the pool of 700 four-year colleges and universities that participated in NSSE 
between 2000 and 2002.  The DEEP institutions were identified as high-performing by 
using multiple regression models to identify those institutions that met two criteria taking 
into account several institutional and student characteristics obtained from the fall 1999-
2001 IPEDS data set; the 2001 Barron’s Profiles for American Colleges; and The 
Common Data Set compiled by Wintergreen/Orchard House:  (a) NSSE scores were 
higher than predicted and (b) graduation rates were higher than predicted.  There were 
more than 20 institutions that met this criterion requiring the NSSE Institute staff to 
narrow the list further by using institutional size, type, and geographic location to ensure 
that the final group of institutions represented as best possible a diverse group of 
institutions to study.  (For a complete discussion of the research methods for the 
identification of the DEEP institutions, see Appendix A of Student Success in College, 
2005.)  The case study findings were derived from data that included interviews with 
1,300 students, 750 faculty members, and 650 staff; observations during campus tours, 
lectures, candlelight vigils, meetings, forums, academic classes and visits to dining halls; 
and review of thousands of institutional documents.  The case study presented by Kinzie 
and Schuh (2008) seeks to confirm that the DEEP institutions are a place where college 
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students feel a sense of community.  These findings demonstrate the intentionality of 
creating experiences for college students that influence their sense of community on 
campus.  Examples of structures and programs are provided as illustrations of Gardner’s 
seven characteristics of good communities, plus an eighth characteristic identified by the 
researchers. The specific names of the higher education institutions were used to establish 
the trustworthiness of the study.   
Good communities incorporate and value diversity.  Macalester College 
incorporates and values diversity with over half of its student body participating in study 
abroad and flying the flag of the United Nations on campus.  Gonzaga University and 
The Evergreen State College both have physical space dedicated to celebrating different 
cultures.   
Good communities have a shared culture. Site visits were conducted at each of 
the twenty campuses and in reference to the shared culture, students told the research 
team that their college was unique – their perception, whether or not it is factual is not 
necessarily relevant.  The students perceived a shared culture on their campuses and felt 
fortunate to attend their institutions.  University of Michigan is described as a culture of 
excellence.  High academic standards are required for admitted students; faculty 
credentials must include internationally recognized research and publication; and simply 
stated, their fight song ends with the words “Champions of the West.”  Another example 
is at Wofford College.  The culture is so powerful that students say that they do not attend 
Wofford College; they join it and become a full member of the family. 
Good communities foster internal communication. DEEP institutions emphasize 
the high expectations and the focus on student success beginning with the admissions 
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process.  Events are planned to facilitate the acculturation process such as extended 
orientations and first-year seminar courses.  There is consistency in communication of the 
institutional mission which begins as part of the student recruitment process.  For 
example, the vision statement of Longwood University emphasizes its dedication to 
developing citizen leaders.  Incoming students may choose to participate in a leadership 
development program even before classes begins. 
Good communities promote caring, trust, and teamwork.  Examples of team 
work at DEEP institutions include collaborative early alert programs at Fayetteville State 
University and Wheaton College.  Systems are in place for faculty to communicate 
concerns about students which can then be followed by appropriate interventions by 
trained student affairs professionals. 
Good communities have group maintenance processes and governance 
structures that encourage participation and sharing of leadership tasks.  Student self-
governance is a phrase often used to describe the culture at DEEP institutions.  Student 
government, homecoming, and student conferences are led and administered by students.  
Organizations and programs require student leadership to be sustained.  Furthermore at 
University of Kansas, by institutional policy, 20% of the composition of every university 
committee must be students; including the college senate executive committee. 
Good communities foster the development of young people.  DEEP institutions 
are focused on student learning and development.  Undergraduate research, internships, 
community service, and service learning are found at DEEP institutions.  Additionally, 
Centers for the Enhancement of Learning and Teaching, like at Miami University, exist 
to support faculty development in the area of teaching excellence. 
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Good communities have links to the outside world.  The location of George 
Mason University near Washington, DC, provides a variety of opportunities to connect 
with government agencies, embassies, and lobbying and professional associations.  The 
university has created countless internships, service learning, community service projects, 
and explorations into the rich cultural and historical significance of the nation’s capitol.   
Rituals and ceremonies.  This characteristic was added by the researchers.  
Annual induction ceremonies and convocations are common at DEEP institutions.  
Examples include the “Lamb to Ram” pinning ceremony at Winston-Salem State 
University; the Monon Bell football game at Wabash College; and the serpentine 
ceremony for new students at Gonzaga University.  These experiences were found to 
influence students feeling that their college experience was special. 
The results of the case study suggest that the 20 DEEP institutions reflect a strong 
sense of community in the context of Gardner’s framework and provide an illustration of 
the transactional relationship between college students and the collective constructs and 
perceptions that exist in the context of campus ecology.   
Boyer’s principles for community.  In 1990, The Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching presented a special report entitled Campus Life:  In Search of 
Community (Boyer). This work proposed six principles for community on the college 
campus:  purposeful, open, just, disciplined, caring and celebrative.  The report suggested 
that institutions of higher education should incorporate these principles into their mission 
and value statements and their everyday decision-making to strengthen the spirit of 
community on the college campus.  In 2004, Cheng used these principles for a 
quantitative study of student perceptions related to campus community at a private 
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institution in New York City.  The purpose of the study was to examine various aspects 
of student college life to identify individual items that contribute to the overall sense of 
community and to detect underlying dimensions of the students’ college experience to 
discern the association of these factors with students’ sense of community (Cheng, 2004).  
Cheng used Janosik’s Campus Community Scale (1991) for the study.  The data were 
analyzed using descriptive analysis, exploratory factor analysis, and multiple regression 
procedures (Cheng, 2004).  Based on the results of descriptive analysis, an exploratory 
factor analysis was applied resulting in community-related composite scales with factor 
loading greater than .5.  Those with less than .5 were eliminated.  The eight remaining 
factors were open environment (alpha=.75), teaching and learning (alpha=.77), residential 
experience (alpha=.76), intercultural programming (alpha=.81), history and tradition 
(alpha=.71), stress and loneliness (alpha=.54), socializing across background (alpha=.52), 
and friendship (alpha=.54). In addition to these factors, three more sets of independent 
variables were identified as possible factors that influence the sense of community – 
demographic characteristics, academic characteristics, and self-reported involvement.   
Multiple regression procedures were then performed to discern the relationships between 
the community-related composite variables identified above and students’ overall sense 
of community taking into account the demographic, academic, and involvement 
variables.  A diagnostic procedure was performed to determine any problem of 
multicollinearity in the regression.  The diagnostics suggested very little threat of 
multicollineraity with tolerance of the variables ranging from 0.60 to 0.93; and variance 
inflation factors, 1.08 to 1.67. Four regression models were applied.  The first model 
applied student demographics and family financial background.  The adjusted R2 value 
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was 0.003.  The second model added the students’ academic characteristics.  The adjusted 
R2 value was 0.077.  The third model incorporated student activities and involvement in 
organizations.  The adjusted R2 value was 0.084.  And the fourth model added the eight 
community-related composite variables.  The adjusted R2 value was 0.294. The results 
showed that of the eight community-related variables, six were identified as contributing 
most significantly to campus community (p < .01): open environment, engagement 
between faculty and staff in teaching and learning, active and social residential 
community, intercultural programming, celebrations of traditions, and providing 
assistance to students when they are lonely or depressed (Cheng, 2004).   
Elkins, Forrester, & Noel-Elkins (2011) built on Cheng’s work with a quantitative 
study examining how involvement in out-of-classroom activities influences students’ 
sense of community on campus at a midsize post-secondary institution in the Midwest 
United States.  The instrument included the components of the Janosik’s Campus 
Community Scale (1991) used by Cheng combined with questions related to students’ out 
of the class involvement, perceptions of community on campus, and demographic 
questions.   The instrument was pilot tested and found to be clear and understandable.  A 
sample of 3,016 students yielded 330 returned surveys, just missing the 377 needed for a 
95% confidence level and a confidence interval of five.    Levels of out-of-classroom 
activities were examined using a hierarchical cluster analysis; additionally an exploratory 
factor analysis was conducted to examine the underlying factor structure of the sense of 
community scale.  The results of the Ward’s method of linkage and a squared Euclidian 
distance suggested three clusters were present.  Given the subjectivity of cluster analysis 
the stability of the three cluster solution was also assessed by splitting the data in half and 
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re-running the analysis.  These results compared to the original cluster organization with 
97% of the subjects classified in the same cluster.  Cluster 1 represented students who 
have moderate involvement in out-of-classroom activities.  Cluster 2 represented students 
with low involvement and Cluster 3 represented students who have high involvement.  
After reviewing the psychometric values and distributions of the sense of community 
scale variables, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was applied resulting in item 
loadings that ranged from .50 to .81 and appear to represent six dimensions of students’ 
sense of community.  These include teaching and learning (eigenvalue = 5.96), residential 
experience (eigenvalue = 2.91), diversity and acceptance (eigenvalue = 1.60), history and 
tradition (eigenvalue = 1.48), loneliness and stress (eigenvalue = 1.20), and socialization 
across backgrounds (eigenvalue = 1.03).  A one-way multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA) was necessary to determine if there were significant differences in students’ 
sense of campus community based on their level of out-of-classroom involvement.   The 
six factors derived from the EFA served as the dependent variables and the three clusters 
of out-of-classroom involvement levels served as the independent variables.  The overall 
multivariate test of group differences was significant (p ≤ .001) indicating that the 
dependent variables, the six factors of community, were significantly affected by the 
students’ out-of-classroom involvement.  Similar to Cheng, the results indicated that 
students have a higher perceived sense of community on their campus when they have 
higher levels of participation in areas of campus involvement that include teaching and 
learning, history and tradition, diversity and acceptance, residential life, and those that 
reduce loneliness and stress.   
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This concludes the review of the literature related to the importance of a sense of 
community on the college campus. The literature presented provides insight into the 
importance of a sense of community as it relates to the experience of college students.  It 
does not suggest that it is the primary factor in student retention and persistence to 
graduation; however, the literature suggests that students’ sense of belonging, their 
involvement in college social activities, their social support networks, and their 
engagement with faculty, staff, and peers contributes to their success.  The next section of 
the literature review provides some insight into the role that the physical space of the 
college campus plays in the development of students’ sense of community on campus.   
Physical Space and a Sense of Community 
As has been mentioned previously, the relationship between the physical space 
and a sense of community on the college campus is a rarely studied phenomena.  An 
extensive database search resulted in limited examples of peer-reviewed literature on the 
topic.  The most relevant examples are provided here. This portion of the literature 
review is divided into two sections.  The first section explores four studies that have been 
situated on college campuses and the second section explores the concept of third place, a 
sociological concept described as the place where a sense of community is built 
(Oldenberg & Brissett, 1982; Oldenberg, 1999).  
Physical environment and the college student experience.  Four studies will be 
presented to illustrate examples of the impact of the physical environment on the college 
student experience.  The first study is a quantitative design related to college student 
recruitment and retention.  The purpose of the study was to determine the level of 
importance of physical facilities relative to other institutional characteristics on students’ 
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choice of college and the impact of the physical facilities on retention (Cain & Reynolds, 
2006a; 2006b).  The study went further to explore variations of student choice and 
retention based on gender, ethnicity, and if the student was native to campus or 
transferred to the institution.  A survey was taken by 13,782 United States college 
students from 46 higher education institutional members of APPA, the association for 
professionals who provide management to educational facilities.    Two-thirds (66.9%) of 
student respondents felt that the overall quality of campus facilities were essential or very 
important institutional characteristics that led them to their college choice and 50.6% felt 
that an attractive campus was essential or very important.  The top five facilities that were 
named as extremely or very important in the selection process were facilities to support 
their academic major (75.6%), the library (53.6%), sophisticated technology (50.9%), 
classrooms (49.8%), and residence halls (42.2%).  And the top two facilities most 
important to see during their campus visit were facilities in their major (56.8%) and 
residence halls (53.1%).  The researchers also wanted to know if the lack of a facility, the 
inadequacy of a facility, or poor maintenance of a facility influenced college choice.  Of 
the student respondents, 29.3% indicated that they had rejected an institution because it 
lacked a facility, 26.1% rejected an institution because of inadequacy of a facility, and 
16.6% rejected a college because of poor maintenance of facilities.  It is interesting to 
note that the missing facilities from the rejected institutions were related to those that 
support an academic major at 20.6%, followed by, at 15.1%, a lack of open space.  The 
facilities that were noted most frequently in reference to inadequate facilities or poorly 
maintained were residence halls, at 41.3% and 69.6% respectfully.  The research findings 
also included multiple comparisons of the results related to differences across gender, 
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race, and transfer status.  Although one of the research questions sought information 
related to the relationship between physical space on student retention, the article 
commented very little of this relationship.  There were results related to satisfaction with 
facilities, specifically comparing responses from public institutions to private institutions, 
but nothing directly related to retention.  Moving from a study of the campus physical 
facilities, the next study examines the outdoor space of the college campus. 
Students from eight public universities in the state of Ohio were surveyed to 
develop a better understanding of how the outdoor campus environments are being 
perceived by their students.  The survey instrument was developed using the literature of 
campus design to measure student satisfaction of the outdoor campus environment and 
the importance the students attribute to it (Eckert, 2013).  The development of the Likert-
type survey instrument is discussed in great detail in Eckert’s dissertation (2012) where 
the data for the article was derived.  The instrument was tested and retested multiple 
times to ensure its clarity and reliability.  Additionally, several architects and planners 
were consulted for use of language and understanding of different outdoor features.  The 
article presents the data from three of the eight campuses comparing the perceived 
attractiveness and number of outdoor elements with students’ perceptions of importance.  
The Likert-type instrument scale ranged from one to seven with one as very dissatisfied 
and seven being very satisfied.  A summary of the findings from campus one will be 
presented to provide an example of the results found at the eight campuses. At campus 
one, a rural campus, students reported highest levels of satisfaction with the amount of 
walkways (M = 6.45), trees (M = 6.30), green space (M = 6.27), and landscaping (M = 
6.06).  These four areas were among the top eight for most important outdoor elements 
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and three of the elements were also seen as rating the highest on perceptions of 
attractiveness.  Campus one had lower levels of satisfaction with the amount of trash 
receptacles (M = 5.40), lighting (M = 5.40), recycling bins (M = 5.18), and parking (M = 
4.06) – the other four areas within the top eight for most important outdoor elements.  
Another portion of the results focused on wayfinding.  Wayfinding is the architectural 
term to describe signage and pathways that help patrons navigate direction in a building, 
on a campus, or within a complex facility or environment.  Students were asked about 
their familiarity with the campus, their ability to learn how to navigate the campus, and 
the ability to provide visitors with directions.  The results for the wayfinding perceptions 
were presented in a dashboard format.  Responses for campus one showed that students 
were familiar with the campus but a fairly large number said it was somewhat difficult or 
difficult to learn.  However, a majority of the students felt they had excellent or good 
ability to provide directions.  The article included a similar style of reporting of the 
results for the other two campuses while the dissertation provided results and analysis for 
all eight institutions (Eckert, 2012; 2013).  The next study is more narrow in scope as it 
looks at the design of residence halls rooms. 
The purpose of this qualitative study was to understand how students create their 
sense of place and their sense of self in their own residence hall room (Clemons, 
McKelfresh, & Banning, 2005).  An interpretive qualitative design was used so that the 
participants could provide individual observations about their residence hall and their 
personal room, and then participate collectively in a focus group discussion.  Thirty first-
year students living in the residence halls were self-selected as participants from an 
introductory interior design course.  The 30 participants were split into two focus group.  
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Participants in the first focus group felt they were able to personalize their space; those in 
the second focus group felt they were unable to personalize their space.  For purposes of 
triangulation, surveys were also distributed asking open-ended questions that emerged 
from the focus groups.  Although the groups were divided based on overall perception, 
the findings were the same. The most prominent theme that emerged was the importance 
of students being able to personalize their space.  Freedom to express their individuality 
and sense of self occurred with color, arrangement of furniture, decorations, and use of 
space.  Students suggested their ability to personalize their space was hampered by 
inflexibility of furnishings; lack of selection of items in local department stores; lack of 
convenient electrical outlets, shelves, and storage areas; wall textures that made 
adherence to them difficult and minimal tackable surfaces;  awkward placement of doors; 
and poor lighting.  The findings fit into three sub-themes which were coded as the student 
suggestions:  “(1) I want to do it my way; (2) I want more cooperation from the 
environment; and (3) little things means a lot” (pp. 81-82).  The findings easily translate 
into recommendations for policy and practice related to design and re-design of residence 
hall rooms.   
The final study of physical space on the college campus comes from Sheffield 
University in England and looks at learning spaces and department specific buildings. 
The purpose of this study was to explore student engagement in learning through 
investigating aspects of their experience of space and the symbolic aspects of the campus 
layout.  The research design was qualitative in nature using small-scale exploratory 
interviews with photos of learning spaces as prompts (Cox, 2011).  Both students and 
faculty were interviewed about the learning environments.  The researcher was a faculty 
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member with a pre-existing relationship with the participants – the students were enrolled 
in the program where he was an instructor.  In this case it was seen as an advantage to 
strengthening the understanding of the situation.  The study was split into three specific 
research questions and their findings.  The first was in reference to the experience of 
undergraduate students and faculty to teaching spaces.  The findings suggested that 
students preferred more collaborative and interactive classrooms, even though they were 
quite accepting of lecture halls when they fit the style of the faculty.  Students shared that 
they like to have a space where they can occupy, meaning they want a space for their 
belongings that are not used during class.  Faculty felt that some of the classrooms had 
too much technology.  They suggested that students did not know where to focus; the 
environment was described as distracting.  Both students and faculty felt that the 
classrooms were standardized and looked the same.  The second research question was 
related to when and where students prefer to accomplish independent study.  They 
described spaces that were less than ideal, and that they tried to avoid.  They used words 
such as cramped, noisy, and distracting.  They avoided places like the newly constructed 
Information Commons because it had become too social; it was described as a place to go 
“clubbing” (p. 202). They preferred going to the department-sponsored labs because they 
were quiet and computers were available.  The lab was described as “our area” (p. 203).  
The third research question explored how students and faculty experience the physical 
environment of the department and how it shaped their relationships with the faculty.  
The findings for this section included a resounding sense of identity for students with the 
department, specifically the lab mentioned previously.  The reaction to the corridor of 
faculty offices was consistent: students felt they were not welcome there.  The students 
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described the space as having all gray finishes and that most of the faculty doors were 
closed.  Fire doors were closed at one end of the corridor; there were no posters; and it 
was dimly lit.  Students felt they had to whisper and that it was a desolate place, even 
threatening and ominous.  They felt very comfortable with their lab area; but very 
intimidated by the faculty offices.  These final two studies were some of the only peer-
reviewed literature examples that identified a relationship between college students and 
their physical environment.  The next set of studies reviews the literature related to third 
place both outside the college campus and within the college campus environment. 
Third place.  The concept of third place was developed by sociologists 
Oldenburg and Brissett and introduced in the literature in 1982.  Third place is a concept 
that is used to describe the place where community is built.  Oldenburg described third 
place as a setting beyond home or work where people choose to relax on a regular basis 
(1999).  Behaviors that occur in this space may include drinking coffee, gathering with 
friends, watching people, and doing work or homework.  Several studies are presented as 
evidence to support the relationship between physical environment and sense of 
community in the context of third place in communities and on the college campus.  
Studies that have been included in this discussion come from the fields of business, 
interior design, and higher education.   
 The first example is a quantitative study from the field of marketing related to 
Starbucks in Taiwan.  The purpose of the study was to gain insight into the effectiveness 
of a multinational company’s integration into a culture where tea is preferred to coffee 
(Lin, 2012).  A questionnaire was developed that asked consumers about their frequency 
of visit, the space where they consumed coffee, their lifestyle, and their consumer 
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preferences.  It also included the collection of demographic data.  The study used a 
convenience sampling method employed at 10 of the 50 Starbucks in Taipei, Taiwan, 
intercepting 40 individuals at each location.  The survey asked individuals to respond on 
a five-point scale to characteristics that were common in third place environments.  
Initially a Chi-square analysis was applied to study the third place characteristics in 
relationship to the demographics of the sample.  Some interesting results were presented.  
Starbucks good service (p < .01) and cozy surroundings (p < .05) were more preferred by 
females than males; highly educated customers prefer Starbucks comfortable seating (p < 
.01) over those with less education; and single respondents preferred Starbucks clean 
space (p < .01) and pleasing décor (p < .01) over the married respondents.  Another 
finding was that heavy and medium coffee consumers preferred Starbucks high coffee 
quality (p < .05) and light users preferred the cozy surroundings (p < .05) and its 
prestigious reputation (p < .01).  Consumers who stay one to two hours enjoy chatting 
with friends (p < .05) as compared with those who stay less than one hour, simply like to 
drink coffee (p < .05).  Multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine the 
relationship between lifestyle choices and physical characteristics.  The independent 
variables were the characteristics of third place measured in the questionnaire: wide 
space, clean space, coffee quality, service, décor, music, cozy surroundings, comfortable 
seating, and prestigious situation.  The dependent variable was the lifestyle index, 
constructed by adding the results of the nine characteristics.  Among the nine items, 
comfortable seating (p < .001) was the strongest variable predicting customer satisfaction 
with wide space as the second strongest factor (p < .01).  Factor analysis was used to 
identify six factors from the 24 variables that were used to measure the three aspects of 
 59 
global consumer culture – space of consumption, lifestyles, and the consumer culture. 
The 24 variables met both the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) standard measure of sampling 
adequacy (> .50) and Bartlett’s test of spherecity (p = .00).   The six factors and their 
rotated eigenvalues are: (a) hope, dream, and image, 6.02; (b) surroundings and 
atmosphere, 2.83; (c) total quality, 2.00; (d) special social function, 1.26; (e) normal basic 
function, 1.13; and (f) reputation and chatting, 1.06.     The findings provide insight into 
the impact of physical space on consumers.  Factor one (hope, dream, and image) 
included seven items: trendy, identification, connected to the world, high brand quality, 
sophistication, prestigious, and distinctiveness.  Factor two (surroundings and 
atmosphere) included wide space, music, coziness, and seat.  Although specifically 
related to Starbucks in Taiwan, the findings suggest that the aspirational and reputational 
perceptions, as well as factors of physical space influence customer decisions.  It is not 
just the coffee; the image (eigenvalue = 6.02) and its space (eigenvalue = 2.83) within the 
place were found to be part of the commodity.    
 Continuing with the theme of coffee shops, a mixed method study from the field 
of interior design explored the physical and social characteristics that encouraged people 
to gather in third places and develop an attachment to those places (Waxman, 2006). The 
third places utilized in the study were three coffee shops in the Southeastern United 
States.   The mixed method study included visual documentation, observation and 
behavioral mapping, surveys, and interviews as methods of data collection.  The 
Architectural Features Checklist modeled after the Physical and Architectural Features 
Checklist developed by Moos and Lemke (1984) was used to document the physical 
characteristics of each coffee shop including exterior features: physical location in 
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relationship to roads, neighborhoods, shopping, outside seating, and parking; and interior 
features:  lighting, views to the outside, furniture and its movability, music, ceiling 
height, and colors.  Photography was used for visual documentation.  Twenty-five hours 
of observation sessions occurred for each of three coffee shops, for a total of 75 hours.  
Floor plans were drawn to note locations of windows, furniture placements, entrances, 
service counters, and other relevant furnishings and fixtures.  The researcher conducted 
all the observation sessions and observed 862 patrons.  Detailed field notes outlined the 
activities of the patrons and their locations on the floor plans.  Surveys were administered 
at the three coffee shops.  Of the 96 people asked to participate, 94 agreed with near even 
distribution between the three shops.  The day parts were divided into three sections with 
approximately 10 surveys administered in the morning, 10 in the afternoon and 10 in the 
evening at each coffee shop.  The closed-ended questions asked the patrons to evaluate 
the characteristics of the coffee shop and what characteristics they would like to see in an 
ideal coffee shop.  This was followed by open-ended questions related to their 
perceptions about the coffee shop and their level of satisfaction with the community in 
which they live.  To further triangulate the data, 45-minute interviews were conducted 
with 12 patrons, three employees, and the three owners.   
 The findings included rich descriptions of the three coffee shops, characteristics 
of the patrons, and then findings related to three research questions.  The descriptions of 
the coffee shops were not used to compare and contrast; they were used to describe third 
place.  A few sentences are provided to illustrate the richness of the descriptions. 
…locally owned coffee shop near a major university and frequented primarily by 
students…The coffee shop also has one old upholstered chair that is very popular 
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with patrons and is moved about as needed…Natural light comes in through three 
windows…frequented by local residents who walk to the coffee shop…The space 
is home to a museum that serves the American Legion Hall with photos of war 
planes and veterans…colors are predominantly warm with wood floors, brown 
carpet, and brown wooden and plastic chairs…national chain coffee shop with a 
bookstore attached…a leather sofa, two large leather chairs, and a large round 
table…Local art is hung on several walls…natural light pours in… (pp. 40-42)   
The first research question related to the physical characteristics that attract 
customers and cause them to feel attachment.  From the surveys, Waxman determined the 
top five characteristics of the ideal coffee shop, on a scale of one to four with four being 
the highest, were cleanliness (M = 3.49, SD = .635), aroma (M = 3.26, SD = .717), 
adequate lighting (M = 3.23, SD = .725), comfortable furniture (M = 3.14, SD = .697), 
and a view to the outside (M = 3.10, SD = .868).  Also based on the field notes, the data 
showed that seats near windows, walls, and partial walls were most frequently selected.   
The interviews revealed that patrons felt an “element of protection” (p. 45) when sitting 
against a wall or other architectural feature.  The second research question examined 
social interactions that attract customers and cause them to feel attachments.  Six themes 
emerged from the coding and analysis of observations, survey data, and interviews.  
These included an opportunity to linger; ownership and territoriality; trust, respect and 
anonymity; productivity and personal growth; social beings and familiar strangers; and 
support.  The final research question asked: “Is there a relationship between coffee shop 
patronage and feelings of attachment to community?” (p. 49).  Through a correlation 
analysis, the results suggest that there is a significant correlation between the length of 
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coffee shop patronage and feeling part of the community (p < .01).  The results and 
findings led to a model to describe the physical and social factors that lead to place 
attachment for coffee shops.  The model includes both physical and social factors 
contributing to place attachment in a coffee shop.  The social factors that emerged from 
the study include the opportunity to linger, feelings of ownership, ability to territorialize, 
trust and respect, anonymity, productivity, opportunity to socialize, and support.  The 
physical factors that emerged were cleanliness, pleasant aroma, adequate lighting, 
comfortable furniture, access to a view, pleasant acoustics and music conducive to 
conversation or reading, access to natural light, and appealing décor.  
 Waxman’s work with coffee shops led her to related research in higher education 
and specifically in the area of college libraries.  This next study was a two-part, multi-
disciplinary, qualitative study that brought together interior design and higher education 
researchers.  The purpose of the study was to attempt to identify environmental 
characteristics and behaviors that interacted to create third place – a place where students 
congregate outside their home, the residence hall room, and work, the academic 
classrooms (Waxman, Clemons, Banning, & McKelfresh, 2007).  The methodology 
included two parts.  The first part had college students enrolled in an introduction to 
interior design course complete questionnaires and take field notes on their favorite third 
places.  The second part of the data collection process was a case study that included field 
observations and interviews of customers and library administrators at a new coffee cart 
in a university library.  The triangulation of the findings revealed preferences that were 
described as both behaviors that occurred in the space and environmental characteristics.  
Atmosphere, socialization, and location were found as important features of third place.  
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Preferred design features included wood flooring, comfortable chairs, furniture that could 
be rearranged, appropriate light levels, aromas, views to the outside and a “warm” 
atmosphere.  These findings were similar to Waxman’s earlier research (2006) that 
focused specifically on coffee shops and the social and physical factors that influence 
place.  The findings also revealed that most college students prefer a third place that is 
off-campus.  However, the case study revealed that the patrons of the new university 
library coffee shop identified this location as a third place.  
 Another study, which expanded upon the aforementioned study on third place and 
libraries, sought to understand how college students identify both third place and 
restorative place (Banning, Clemons, McKelfresh, & Gibbs, 2010).  This study used the 
structured autoethnography approach to learn from the participants own experience.  The 
third place field notes and questionnaires completed by the introductory interior design 
students in the Waxman, et al. research (2007) were used as one portion of the data.  
Another 67 college students also from an introductory interior design course completed 
field notes and questionnaires using the characteristics of restorative place.  For purposes 
of this discussion, the results related to third place will be provided.  The findings 
revealed that third places were much more likely to be found in the interior of buildings 
with over 98% of the responses choosing an interior location.  As described in Waxman 
et al. (2007), the third places in this study were also identified off-campus more than on-
campus.  The primary activities that occurred in third places included socializing and 
conversation, eating and drinking, and reading or studying.  Seventy-four percent of the 
students sampled visited third places one or more times per week with 45% visiting 
several times a week to everyday.   
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 The final two examples of third place were situated on United States college 
campuses.  The concept of third place seems to describe a relationship that may exist 
between college students and their physical environment.  As mentioned previously, the 
study of physical space on the college campus is not common; and the study of the 
physical space of the college union is even less common.  The next section outlines the 
history of the college union and provides a summary of the literature related to the 
college union found in trade publications and books written on the topic.   
College Union 
 To understand the role of the college union in higher education today, it is 
important to visit its history.  This section of the literature review will provide a short 
history of the college union summarized from the foundational text for the profession, 
The College Union Idea, by Porter Butts.  The College Union Idea was recently updated 
by a team of professionals and scholars to document the history of the college union since 
its original publication in 1971 (2012).  The relationship between the college union and a 
sense of community on the college campus is a theme that surfaces in the historical 
review. Following the presentation of the college union history, a summary of the recent 
literature will be presented to provide context for the role of the college union on today’s 
college campuses.   
 The first college unions.  The genesis of college unions was as debating societies 
at the universities of Oxford and Cambridge in the 19th century (Butts, et al., 2012).  In 
Stedman’s historical account of Oxford, he describes the Oxford Union as follows: 
 …a kind of large literary club, where every opportunity is afforded to 
those desirous of improving their minds.  Apart from the debates, which 
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are naturally a very important feature, every facility is afforded for 
universal reading. …There is a large library where every work likely to 
assist the studies, or amuse the leisure hours of students, may be found… 
(1887, p. 97-98)   
Crosby and Aydelotte later described the Oxford Union as a debating hall that 
contains “an excellent reading and reference library of more than 50,000 volumes, 
periodical, billiard, and dining rooms” (1922, p. 154).  The first college union in the 
United States was Houston Hall at the University of Pennsylvania which opened in 1896 
(Butts, et al., 2012).  It was more than a place for academic debate.  It was created to be a 
place where the students could spend their leisure time.  It originally contained a 
swimming pool, a gym, billiard tables, dining facilities, study rooms, an auditorium, 
meetings rooms, places for student clubs, and a photographic dark room.  After Houston 
Hall, college unions started to be built at United States institutions of higher education – 
Brown University; Universities of Michigan, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Ohio State, Illinois, 
and Indiana; Case Western Reserve University; and others.  These unions took on the role 
of the social center of campus – a place to meet friends, eat, and study (Butts, et al., 
2012). 
 The 1930s and 1940s. In the 1930s the development of college unions became 
more strategic.  Members of college union boards and societies began to suggest what 
might be contained in the facility.  Discussions surrounded how the college union could 
meet the needs of the students in reference to leisure activities, but also, how the college 
union could provide an opportunity for learning outside the classroom – socializing, 
discussing current events, and hosting social activities such as dances, fundraisers, and 
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performing arts.  The College Union Idea provides multiple examples of annual reports, 
presidential speeches, and conference presentations that note initial design discussions 
that referenced how the physical space of the college union can bring the college 
community together (Butts et al., 2012).  Phrases like dining room table, hearthstone, and 
living room began to be used to compare the physical space of the college union with the 
home.  Descriptions in the book reference the display of visual art, the viewing of 
performing arts programs, and the opportunities to socialize with peers over a beer or a 
cocktail. 
In the 1940s the discussion of the college union as the community center for 
campus began to emerge.  Porter Butts, the Director of the Wisconsin Union from 1926 
to 1968, was passionate about the role of the college union. 
It may well be that the union has the highest values as a community center.  The 
main task of the war, and task in peace, in broadest terms is to achieve a better 
world in which men can live and work together peacefully and fruitfully.  This 
achievement is an individual task and a world task.  But above all it is a 
community task…if a community is to play its part in the building of a better 
world, it must first of all be a true community.  And as a starting point it needs to 
be sure there is a focus, a home, for its community life – in short, a community 
center… (p. 72) 
 In 1946 Butts went further to express the synergy of the components of the 
college union.  The college union was not a hotel, even though it might contain a hotel.  It 
was not an art gallery, even though if might contain an art gallery.  It was not a 
restaurant; although it often contained dining facilities.  The hotel, the art gallery, the 
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dining facilities, and whatever else was contained in the college union, made the college 
union.  The components must complement each other, and adjacencies must be taken into 
the well-considered plan for building community on its specific campus (2012). 
 The 1960s and the 1970s. In the social discourse of 1960s, the college union and 
its professional staff played a role in creating constructive activism in response to student 
disruption and violence (Butts et al., 2012).  The phrase unifying force was adopted by 
college union professionals as they worked to address social unrest and be a positive 
contributor to college life.  The union provided a place where peaceful, yet passionate 
dialogue could occur between students, faculty, and staff.  “…the union can render a 
special service as a unifying force.  Because of its centralized social-cultural-dining 
facilities and because all students are members equally, the union becomes the common 
meeting ground for all” (p. 121).  The college union itself was not free of discourse.  
Significant discussion surrounded the name of union buildings.  Should they be called 
college unions or community/campus centers?  It was determined that the term union was 
considered to be the most appropriate term because of its greater value and meaning.   
Union states directly the goal of unity among diverse groups of people 
which the building fosters, much as university, of which a union is a part, 
signifies unity in diversity in academic endeavors.  The word university 
derives from the Latin universitas meaning the whole; union from [the 
Latin] union meaning oneness, a whole made up of united parts.  In the 
educational world the two concepts support and complement each other.  
(Butts, et al., 2012, p. 143). 
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The dialogue about the college union in the 1970s centered on finances.  College 
administrators realized that unlike the academic enterprise, the college union had the 
potential to generate revenue to meet its financial obligations.  Retail operations began to 
enter facilities at an unprecedented rate – banks, travel agencies, movie theaters, hotels, 
and conference facilities for those not affiliated with the college (Butts, et al., 2012).  The 
expectation to generate revenue versus reliance on state or allocated funds for private 
institutions became the new normal for most facilities and has not changed since that time 
(Rouzer, DeSawal, & Yakaboski, 2014).  College union professionals must balance the 
need to generate revenue with providing the programs and services that are integral to 
maintaining tradition and creating a gathering place for the college community.  This 
balancing act created some challenges that are still evident today in the area of the visual 
and performing arts. For decades, college union professionals provided leadership to 
collect and inventory fine arts collections for their facilities and sometimes for their 
institutions (Butts, et al., 2012).  Since their inception college unions had been a 
repository to display visual art pieces donated to higher education institutions.  
Furthermore college unions often provided a location to display full or partial collections 
or rotating exhibits.  Visual arts programming, like the debating societies of the college 
union genesis, evoked dialogue, and sometimes controversy.  College unions across the 
United States were a place where the history and the values of an institution can be 
displayed and be discussed.   This became especially important with increased diversity 
on college campuses.  Art is often considered an artifact – the created objects of culture 
that communicate powerful and important messages (Hormuth, 1990).  Art is a means to 
communicate the values of multiculturalism.  Banning and Bartels (1997) suggest that art 
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as a campus artifact can communicate messages of belonging, safety, equality, and role in 
society.  The visual art collections of college unions provided an opportunity to 
“…promote, neutralize, or discourage the spirit of multiculturalism” (p. 29).   
The 1990s. The introduction of the six principles of community found in Earnest 
Boyer and the Carnegie Foundation’s seminal work, Campus Life: In Search of 
Community (1990) created an opportunity for the college union to become a strategic 
component of the dialogue in higher education. Figure 2.1 compares the Role of the 
College Union and Boyer’s six principles of community.   
A strong case can be made that college union and student activities professionals 
have been using these six principles as a guide for day-to-day decision making 
since 1956 when ACUI adopted The Role of the College Union as the profession’s 
statement of purpose.  These principles were relevant then, they are relevant now, 
and as the report suggests, they might provide a future framework…The parallels 
between the Carnegie Foundation’s Campus Life and ACUI’s The Role of the 
College Union demonstrates the value of college unions and student activities on 
campus life.  (Shindell, 1991, p. 32) 
In 1992, The College Union in the Year 2000 was published as a monograph in 
the Jossey-Bass New Directions for Student Services journal series.  This publication was 
a result of an ACUI Task Force report that identified future trends in higher education 
and college unions.  The writers suggested several trends and predictions for the future of 
college unions in the 21st century.  The trends related to physical facilities were suggested 
as such, “The college union facility…must sustain the best of tradition while changing to 
meet challenges of the future” (Yates, 1992, p. 49).  Predictions included the need for 
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Principles of Community 
 
1. A college or university is an 
educationally purposeful 
community. 
 
2. A college or university is an 
open community. 
 
3. A college or university is a 
just community. 
 
4. A college or university is a 
disciplined community. 
 
5. A college or university is a 
caring community. 
 
6. A college or university is a 
celebrative community. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Adopted from The 
Carnegie Foundation 
Report: Campus Life: In 
Search of Community 
(1990). 
The Role of the College Union 
 
The union is the community center of the college, serving 
students, faculty, staff, alumni, and guests. By whatever 
form or name, a college union is an organization offering a 
variety of programs, activities, services, and facilities that, 
when taken together, represent a well-considered plan for 
the community life of the college. 
 
The union is an integral part of the educational mission of 
the college. 
 
• As the center of the college community life, the union 
complements the academic experience through an 
extensive variety of cultural, educational, social, and 
recreational programs. These programs provide the 
opportunity to balance course work and free time as 
cooperative factors in education. 
• The union is a student-centered organization that 
values participatory decision-making. Through 
volunteerism, its boards, committees, and student 
employment, the union offers first-hand experience in 
citizenship and educates students in leadership, social 
responsibility, and values. 
• In all its processes, the union encourages self-directed 
activity, giving maximum opportunity for self-
realization and for growth in individual social 
competency and group effectiveness. 
 
The union's goal is the development of persons as well as 
intellects. 
 
Traditionally considered the "hearthstone" or "living 
room" of the campus, today's union is the gathering place 
of the college. The union provides services and 
conveniences that members of the college community 
need in their daily lives and creates an environment for 
getting to know and understand others through formal and 
informal associations. 
 
The union serves as a unifying force that honors each 
individual and values diversity. The union fosters a sense 
of community that cultivates enduring loyalty to the 
college. 
  
Adopted by the Association's general membership in 1996, 
this statement is based on the Role of the College Union 
statement, 1956 
Figure 2.1.  A Comparison of Boyer’s Six Principles of ommunity and The Role of the 
College Union.  (Boyer, 1990 and Butts, et al., 2012).  
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computer lounges, classrooms, and revenue generating operations.  Sustainability 
concerns were also raised and discussion was provided related to the greenhouse effect, 
safer chemicals to clean and maintain furnishings and equipment, and safer workspaces 
for clerical staff (appropriate lighting, adequate seating, and ventilation requirements).  
Informed predictions related to technology were also discussed.  The introduction of 
compact discs, the power of computers, artificial intelligence, fiber optics, speech  
recognition, electronic mail, teleconferencing, high resolution televisions, automated 
cleaning systems are just some examples of the future focused discussions (Yates, 1992).  
Another chapter in the monograph was related to the arts and the opportunity to re-affirm 
the role and relevance of the college union in the educational and developmental lives of 
college students (Milani, 1992).  Milani suggested strategies for this re-affirmation that 
included making the arts part of the campus daily life and the culture of the campus:  
allocate resources, identify grants, and solicit benefactors; establish local and campus 
networks to integrate community and academic endeavors in a collaborative manner; and 
define art in the broadest sense – create opportunities to express institutional culture and 
values through the display and celebration of the arts and culture.   The College Union in 
the Year 2000 provided a glimpse into the future.  Although the predictions of waterless 
toilets and the reduction in storage needs have not yet come into mainstream, the toilets 
of today use less water, the chemicals are safer and concentrated, and the college union of 
the 21st century strives to be relevant in the educational enterprise of higher education.   
The college union in the 21st century.  As predicted over 20 years ago, today’s 
college union is concerned with sustainability, becoming greener and more efficient.  
Students advocate for the use of local produce, vinegar as the primary cleaning solution, 
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low flow toilets, and trayless food service operations.  Architects design facilities that 
earn LEED certifications or are LEED certifiable (Knell & Latta, 2006).  Student 
involvement continues to be a critical part of the college union—student employment 
opportunities, student-led governing and programming boards, student performances, and 
student involvement in planning for renovations and new construction.  Instead of 
computer labs, college unions of today offer wireless technology, printing stations, 
technology assistance, copying services, and collaborative study areas.  In the response to 
inclusiveness, equity, and diversity (IED), college unions have created meditation rooms, 
prayer spaces, women’s centers, and multi-ethnic centers; increased the diversity of 
visual and performing arts; and expanded support for student organizations (Banks, 
Hammond, & Hernandez, 2014; Butts et al, 2012; Knell & Latta, 2006).   
In 2011 ACUI organized a study of physical space on campus.  The campus 
ecology framework was the foundation of the discussion (Rullman et al., 2012).  College 
union professionals, librarians, architects, campus planners, faculty, and professional 
association leaders were the participants in an action research study.  The purpose of the 
study was to achieve consensus and create a plan of action for community building in the 
context of physical space on the college campus.  It was future focused in an attempt to 
better align visioning for campus physical environments with today’s higher education 
priorities. The project was built on the following foundational principles related to 
creating a sense of community on the college campus.  (a) There is a correlation between 
community and student engagement, (b) formal and informal spaces contribute to 
developing a world view, (c) there is relationship between positive mental health and a 
sense of belonging, and (d) social interactions lead to connections with others and the 
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community (Rullman et al, 2012).  The findings identified themes that defined the 
problem and the barriers, and provided a vision for future exploration.  The vision 
suggested eight attributes of community:  engaging, bridging, layering, agency, 
responsive, distributed, deviation and gestalt.  The attribute definitions provide some 
direction for practitioners and for further research.  They include descriptions of the 
connection between the physical space and what is occurring in that space; influences of 
organizational structure and culture, including the impacts of policy; adjacencies and 
connectedness to surroundings; and adaptability of the space and its contents (Rullman et 
al., 2012).  The attribute definitions align with the human environment factors found in 
campus ecology – human characteristics, organizational structure, collective 
constructs/perceptions, and the physical environment. The study suggested that 
practitioners can be more intentional in creating community on the college campus by 
taking into account these attributes when evaluating and considering the physical 
environments of college unions, as well as libraries, recreation centers, and classroom 
buildings.   
A team of faculty and practitioners recently reviewed the role of the college union 
in another monograph in the New Directions for Student Services journal series (2014).  
The authors and editors recognized that the college union is no longer the only space on 
the college campus designed to create opportunities for social interactions, to grab a cup 
of coffee, or for students to gather in small or large groups (Rouzer, DeSawal, & 
Yakaboski, 2014).  They were not critical of this reality, but they were mindful.  They 
expressed concern that college unions professionals are beginning to refer to students as 
customers, instead of as learners, as facilities and programs are more focused on the need 
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to generate revenue for their own operation and for their campuses.  These risks are 
described as significant to the future of the college union as the place for learning outside 
the classroom and as the community center for the campus.  This publication entitled, The 
State of the College Union: Issues and Trends (2014), provides suggestions on how the 
college union is to remain relevant on today’s college campus.  The eight trends are 
explored as narratives, grounded in the literature of each topic area:  (a) serving diverse 
student populations, (b) student engagement, (c) learning and community building, (d) 
fundraising and philanthropy, (e) technology, (f) the role of small college unions, (g) 
globalization, and (9) assessment, evaluation, and research.  In each chapter, the authors 
explore the role the college union and how it relates to one of the eight trends.   
The Role of the College Union in Building a Sense of Community 
From its earliest beginnings, the environment of the college union has seemed to 
play an influential role in the creating a sense of community on the college campus.  In an 
ACUI Bulletin article, Tonisha Lane explores the scholarly literature to remind college 
union professionals of the four components of human environment: human 
characteristics, organizational structure, social climate or collective constructs and 
perceptions, and physical setting (2013).  She presents Brofenbrenner’s bioecological 
theory of human development for her study, a complimentary person-environment theory 
to the campus ecology paradigm presented in Chapter 1.  Lane emphasizes policy 
development and the visual arts as means to create a welcoming environment and 
promote a sense of community.    
The college union building is a unique facility within the ecology of a campus 
(Banning, 2000).  Returning to the discussion of campus ecology, the complexity of the 
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transactional relationships between college students and their environment is no more 
evident than in a college union.  The college union provides services, retail stores, food 
service venues, theaters, meeting rooms, places to study, and places to meet friends.    
The facility provides an opportunity to bring all campus constituencies together to foster 
the development of the college student.  Its architectural features, its signs, and its 
artwork play a role.  The facility can welcome students with a beacon of light at night, 
not just metaphorically, but with the actual design.  A clock tower can do the same in the 
day.  Many college unions have spaces for student organizations.  These organizations 
leave their mark with murals, artwork, signs, or symbols – Greek letters, multicultural 
murals, and country flags are just a few examples.  The design of the physical space also 
plays an important role.  Banning suggests that density is a physical design element that 
promotes community by allowing for privacy while providing opportunities for social 
discourse (Banning, 1999).  Density refers to the ratio of the number of people relative to 
a specific space.  Architectural features should promote social interaction.  Designs 
should include spaces for small and large groups to meet, distinct arrival points, 
accessible pedestrian access, windows, and shorter corridors.  In summary, Banning 
suggests that design elements can help students feel a sense of belonging, or a sense of 
community on the campus (1999). 
In a case study of three college unions, Hatton, Farley, and Costas (2013) suggest 
that there are ten architectural elements and services that have placed college unions in 
the position to be the center of community on the college campus.  (a) The hearth or 
similar feature to serve as the focus for a space (water feature, college seal on the floor, 
bookshelves); (b) exterior transparency to allow students to see activity in the facility at 
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any time during the day; (c) entrances to serve as beacons welcoming the visitor to enter; 
(d) interior visibility that uses open, continuous spaces to allow for easy navigation inside 
the facility; (e) information gathering locations such as computer monitors, bulletin 
boards and centralized desks provide a place to disseminate information, especially in 
high-traffic areas; (f) retail operations such as bookstores, bowling lanes, copy centers to 
provide service; (g) community dining that provides variety and a place to congregate; 
(h) a commitment to flexibility to accommodate for enrollment changes and student 
needs; (i) sustainable construction and delivery of services to demonstrate the 
commitment to the environment; and (j) accessibility to a level that goes beyond 
compliance with the American with Disabilities Act to provide access for all students and 
guests (2013).  
These ten elements and the historical context of the college union make it a place 
to gather as a community.  On September 11, 2001, college unions provided places for 
college students, their faculty, and college staff to find comfort, counseling, 
remembrance, and healing (Knell & Latta, 2006).  Without question, college union 
professionals across the United States took immediate action.  They stopped their planned 
work to set up multiple televisions; to invite counselors and clergy to a place where they 
could talk with students individually or in groups; to coordinate food, beverages, and 
Kleenex for anyone who needed it.  On 9-11 the college community gathered together to 
mourn, to seek to understand, to listen, and to find hope.  Decades previous, this occurred 
with the assassinations of President Kennedy and Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., 
and the potential loss of Apollo 13.  The televisions were not as large or as clear, but the 
gathering of students, faculty, and staff were the same.  Local incidences that gained 
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national attention have used the college union as the central place to coordinate activities 
– the murder of Matthew Shephard, an openly gay college student at University of 
Wyoming who was the victim of a hate crime (Butts, et al., 2012); the mass shootings at 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (Virginia Tech) in 2007 (Butts, et al., 
2012); and the murder of Alexandra Kogut, a first-year student at The College at 
Brockport (McMenomon, 2012).   
The college union is also the place for recognitions, celebrations, rites of passage, 
and campus traditions (Butts, et al., 2012).  Examples include the academic award 
celebrations such as nurses’ pinning ceremonies held as part of annual commencement 
ceremonies.  The college union is often the preferred location to gather before campus-
wide service projects or to recognize a successful sports team.  Televisions in the union 
broadcast away intercollegiate sporting events, the Superbowl, and the NCAA Final Four.  
Annual academic, student leadership, and diversity conferences often find their home in 
the ballrooms and the meetings rooms of the college union.  Admissions offices 
frequently highlight the college union on their tours and the facility serves as the 
welcoming place for perspective and new students at open houses and orientation events.  
The history of the college union, its scholarly literature, and the narrative examples 
suggest that the college union has a role to play in creating a sense of community on the 
college campus.  The results of this research study will contribute to that discussion.   
Chapter Summary 
The literature review provided an overview of the importance of a sense of 
community on the college campus and specific studies that suggest that the physical 
space has some role in building a sense of community on campus.  The concept of third 
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place was introduced and examples of third place situated in the college environment 
were presented.  An overview of the history of the college union was provided with 
special attention paid to the college union of the 21st century.  The literature presented 
moves from empirically based studies on the sense of community and third place to 
practitioner literature supported by professional associations to anecdotal accounts made 
by college union professionals and architects.   As the discussion narrows to the college 
union as a factor in creating a sense of community on the college campus, the gap in the 
research literature becomes more apparent.  This study provides an opportunity to narrow 
that gap. 
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Chapter 3:  Research Methodology 
 
Introduction 
The college union literature suggests that role of the college union is to build 
community on the college campus. College union directors, professional association 
leaders, and architects have written books and articles for trade magazines to describe 
how the college union fulfills its mission of community building. Consultants and 
campus planners reinforce the assumption that physical space can impact a sense of 
community at an institution of higher education.  These discussions occur as college 
libraries, classroom buildings, residence halls and college unions for the 21st century are 
designed.  There is limited empirical evidence to support the suggestion that there is a 
relationship between the college union and a sense of community.  Furthermore, through 
an extensive literature review and a recent qualitative meta-analysis of college union 
dissertations over the past 30 years, there does not seem to be one quantitative study on 
the topic (DeSawal & Yakaboski, 2013).  Higher education researchers suggest that 
college students need to feel a sense of community to thrive and succeed (Berger, 1997; 
Boyer, 1990; Brown & Burdsal, 2012; Hughes, 1999; Cheng, 2004; Kinzie & Schuh, 
2008; Oldenburg, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Seidman, 2005; Tinto, 2007; Tinto 
& Prusser, 2006).  Does the physical environment matter in building that sense of 
community? Does the college union have a role to play in building that sense of 
community? The purpose of this study is to identify if there is a relationship between a 
sense of community on the college campus and the college union.  This chapter includes 
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information on the research context, the participants, the instrument used, and the process 
for data analysis.   
The study will utilize a secondary data set.  This secondary data set is the findings 
from a student opinion survey administered by a large state system of higher education in 
the Middle Atlantic region of the United States of America (MAUS).  The results from 
the secondary data set include survey responses that allow for an analysis of students’ 
satisfaction with factors that lead to a sense of community.  The data set also includes 
several questions that relate to students’ satisfaction with the physical environment of the 
college campus and specifically the college union.  The data set provides an opportunity 
to analyze these relationships.  The primary research question is listed first followed by 
the more detailed questions that relate directly to the analysis of the 2012 MAUS SOS 
data.  The research questions are as follows: 
1. Is there a relationship between a sense of community on campus and the 
college union? 
2. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with a sense of 
belonging, college social activities, and their social support network on the 
MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey?  
3. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the physical 
environment of the college campuses and a sense of community on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey? 
4. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the college union 
and a sense of community on the MAUS campuses that participated in the 
2012 Student Opinion Survey? 
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5. Are there differences in the relationships between students’ satisfaction with 
the college union and their satisfaction with a sense of community on the 
MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey based 
on demographic data? 
Research Context 
The secondary data set that will be used for the study are the findings from the 
2012 Student Opinion Survey (SOS).   The purpose of the SOS is to identify and 
document areas of concern related to the college student experience so that more specific 
assessment can occur (ACT, 1996).  The 2012 SOS was administered in the spring 
semester, as it is every three years, in a large state system of higher education in the 
Middle Atlantic region of the United States.  For purposes of this study, the acronym 
MAUS will be used to refer to this state system of higher education.   In 2012, the year 
the data was collected, MAUS was comprised of 64 institutions of higher education 
granting degrees that ranged from educational certificates to doctoral degrees.  In 2012, 
27 institutions participated in the SOS.  These 27 institutions are divided into four 
sectors.  Sector one is comprised of four research universities; sector two is twelve 
comprehensive colleges; sector three is seven technology sector colleges; and sector four 
is four specialized colleges.  The population for this study is undergraduate student 
participants from 16 of the 64 higher education institutions within MAUS.  The 16 
institutions were chosen because they each contain a college union facility on their 
campus as was verified by an extensive internet search on institutional websites and 
review of campus maps.  Eleven of the 27 institutions that participated in the survey were 
eliminated from consideration because they do not have a dedicated facility referred to as 
 82 
the college union or student center on their campuses.  The 16 remaining MAUS 
institutions are divided between two sectors, four research universities, and 12 
comprehensive colleges.  More details on the institutions and the MAUS students will be 
provided in the next section.  The results of specific questions within the SOS provide 
data that is appropriate to answer the research questions presented above. MAUS has 
given permission to utilize the data for this study.  
Research Participants 
As mentioned, the 2012 MAUS Student Opinion Survey (SOS) was administered 
at the 16 state-operated institutions selected for this study.  The 16 institutions are divided 
into two sectors and will be described using the 2010 classification descriptions provided 
by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (2013).  Sector I 
institutions are classified as research-based.   There are four institutions in Sector I, each 
are classified within the Carnegie Classification system as comprehensive doctoral 
research universities.  Two of four have medical and/or veterinary programs.  Three are at 
the level of very high research activity and one is classified with high research activity.  
There are 12 institutions in Sector II which are comprehensive in nature and do not offer 
doctoral degrees.  The Carnegie Classification for the 12 institutions in Sector II include 
two classified as baccalaureate arts and sciences and the other nine as master’s level.  Six 
institutions are ranked as balanced between arts and sciences and professional degrees; 
five are ranked as primarily granting professional degrees with some arts and sciences; 
and one is arts and sciences.         
The population for the study were undergraduate college students 18 years of age 
and older who were enrolled in at least one class on the 16 campuses during the 2012 
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spring semester (Blose & Billie, 2012).  The number of undergraduate students in the 
MAUS system is approximately 422,500 (SUNY Fast Facts, 2013).  This total number 
includes those enrolled in community colleges, which are not part of this analysis.  
Moreover, there is a separate community college SOS that is administered for that sector 
of institution.  The 2012 MAUS Comparison Report provides a summary of the 
institutional survey participants and a comparison of each institution’s data compared to 
the other institutions within MAUS.  The report states that the total undergraduate 
enrollment for the 27 institutions who participated in the 2012 SOS was 179,966.   The 
reported number included in the sample was 113,141 (ACT, 2012).  Out of these 27 
institutions, 24,172 students responded.  The sample size varied at each institution based 
on the approach used for survey distribution.  Institutions were given the option to 
administer the survey in class or in an on-line format.  Eleven institutions administered 
the survey in-class and 16 administered the survey online.  Institutional response rates 
ranged from 9% to 91%. The range of response rates is so large because of the variance 
in obtaining the sample population for each institution.  Figure 3.1 provides a summary of 
the data for the 16 institutions that will be used for this study.  The figure includes the 
mode of survey administration, the sample size, and the response rate for the 16 
institutions that will be included in this study.  The total number of undergraduate 
students from the fall semester of 2011 at the 16 institutions is 131,868 (ACT, 2012).  
These numbers are not listed individually in the table in an attempt to protect the 
anonymity of the MAUS institutions.  As shown in Figure 3.1, the total sample size for 
this study is 92,955.  The total number of surveys processed is 15,873, which equates to 
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an overall response rate for the undergraduate students sampled of 17.1%.  The number 
of valid survey cases is 15,144 (ACT, 2012). 
     
 
Figure 3.1. SOS Sample Size and Response Rates for Individual MAUS Institutions 
Divided by Sector.  The table provides mode of survey administration, sample size, 
response rate, and the number of valid survey cases from each individual institution.  The 
data was obtained from the 2012 Student Opinion Survey Comparison Report provided 
by ACT (2012, p. F-2.)  
Section five of the SOS is devoted to the collection of background and 
demographic information.  Figure 3.2 provides a selected list of the information that will 
be used for the data analysis for this study. The complete list of background and 
demographic information that was collected is found in Section V of the SOS survey 
instrument, found in Appendix A. 
Sector I
Mode of Survey 
Administration
Number of 
Students 
Sampled
Number of 
Surveys 
Processed
Approx 
Response 
Rate
Number of 
Valid Survey 
Cases
Institution AA online 4,000         853            21.3% 818            
Institution BB online 11,819       1,626         13.8% 1,552         
Institution CC online 14,765       2,098         14.2% 1,964         
Institution DD online 19,000       1,889         9.9% 1,784         
Sector II
Institution EE online 2,241         669            29.9% 645            
Institution FF online 6,420         1,351         21.0% 1,293         
Institution GG during class 1,200         704            58.7% 701            
Institution HH during class 1,377         713            51.8% 711            
Institution II online 5,472         960            17.5% 917            
Institution JJ online 5,806         773            13.3% 733            
Institution KK during class 1,104         559            50.6% 526            
Institution LL online 3,001         715            23.8% 668            
Institution MM during class 927            734            79.2% 693            
Institution NN online 3,249         517            15.9% 501            
Institution OO online 8,894         806            9.1% 759            
Institution PP online 3,720         906            24.4% 879            
TOTALS 92,995       15,873       17.1% 15,144       
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Selected Background & Demographic Questions 
 
• What is your gender? 
• Indicate if you are of Hispanic or Latino background? 
• Indicate your race. Mark all that apply. 
 American Indian/Alaska Native Asian 
 Black/African American  Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 
 White    Prefer not to respond 
• Are you the parent or guardian of one or more dependent children? 
• Are you enrolled this semester as a full-time (12 credits or more) or part-time student? 
• Indicate the number of hours in a typical week that you spend on each type of activity. 
 Attending classes 
 Homework and studying outside of class 
 Other college-sponsored activities (athletics, intramurals, social activities, student       
    government) 
 On-campus employment 
 Off-campus employment 
 Household duties/care of family 
  0 hours   1-5 hours 
  6-10 hours  11-15 hours 
  16-20 hours  21-30 hours 
  31-40 hours  Over 40 hours 
• Where do you currently live? 
 On-campus (college residence hall or apartment) 
 Off-campus with parents or relatives 
 Off-campus housing with other students or friends 
 Off-campus with spouse 
 Off-campus alone 
 Other 
 
Figure 3.2.  Selected Background and Demographic Information Collected From 
Students as Part of the SOS.  Adapted from 2012 Student Opinion Survey Instrument. 
Instrument Used in Data Collection 
Defined by MAUS, the SOS is an evaluation tool that is used to identify areas of 
the colleges or universities that need improvement, meet, or exceed expectations for a 
specific institution or collectively for the MAUS system.  The data from the MAUS SOS 
is used to evaluate the academic, student, and administrative programs, services, and 
facilities provided to undergraduate students at each of the specific campuses (Blose & 
Billie, 2012).  The results are also used to assess overall campus performance and are 
included in performance evaluations for campus presidents. For reference, the survey 
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instrument is included as Appendix A. The raw data for each individual campus was 
provided to the specific institution by ACT along with the 2012 MAUS Comparison 
Report mentioned previously.  The comparison report provides sector specific and 
system-wide means and standard deviations for each question, providing an opportunity 
for campuses to learn how they compare to others in the system.  Additionally, rankings 
within sector and rankings overall are provided for analysis and comparison.    
The MAUS SOS has been administered every three years since 1985.  Of the 16 
institutions that will be used for the analysis, 13 of the institutions have participated in the 
SOS the ten times it has been administered since 1985; one participated nine times; one 
participated eight times; and one participated seven times (ACT, 2012). The original 
versions administered in 1985 and 1988 were the ACT Student Opinion Surveys.  For the 
1991 survey, MAUS and ACT adjusted the form to meet the unique needs of the system 
creating a special MAUS-only SOS survey (ACT, 2012).  The survey was revised 
extensively in 2003 to reduce the length of the survey and create more focus (Blose & 
Billie, 2012).  Every three years the instrument is reviewed and updated in consultation 
with ACT and MAUS institutional research staff prior to its administration.  The most 
recent review occurred in June 2011 in preparation for the 2012 survey.  Minimal 
changes were made to maximize continuity with previous surveys.  The results from the 
2012 survey will be used for this study. 
The 2012 SUNY Student Opinion Survey consists of six sections: (a) college 
impression and plans; (b) academic services, environment, and experiences; (c) college 
services, facilities, and environment; (d) college outcomes; (e) background information; 
and (f) college specific questions.  Section three includes the questions that are of interest 
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in this study.  Section five includes demographic data that will also be used for analyses.   
The questions in section three are divided into two categories.  The first category includes 
Likert-style questions asking students to respond to their level of satisfaction with college 
services, facilities, and environment.  The second category includes Likert-style questions 
related to the levels of contribution of different areas of growth or learning.  The first 
category of questions includes the research questions for this study.  The Likert-style 
responses for levels of satisfaction are as follows:  (a) 1 = did not use or not available, (b) 
2 = very satisfied, (c) 3 = satisfied, (d) 4 = neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, (e) 5 =  
dissatisfied, and (f) 6 = very dissatisfied.  The Likert-style responses to the questions 
found in Figure 3.3 provide the secondary data set that will be used to develop the 
constructs for the study. 
Sense of Community Construct 
1. Your sense of belonging on campus. 
2. College social activities. 
3. Your social support network on campus. 
  
Physical Space Construct 
1. Classroom facilities. 
2. Course related labs. 
3. Library facilities. 
4. Study area (not including studios). 
5. Fine and performing arts studios (art, dance, film, music, theater). 
6. Athletic and recreational facilities. 
7. Campus center/student union. 
8. General condition of residence halls. 
9. General condition of buildings and grounds (other than residence halls). 
10. Personal safety/security on this campus. 
11. Parking services. 
 
Figure 3.3.  SOS Satisfaction Questions. The responses from the SOS satisfaction 
questions provide the data for the research study.  Adapted from 2012 Student Opinion 
Survey Instrument. 
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Use of secondary data sets.  The use of secondary data sets is a research method 
that reanalyzes data that was originally gathered by others (Neuman, 2011).  It allows for 
analysis of information that was not necessarily thought of, or important to the original 
researcher.  Large scale data collection is expensive and time consuming.  Using a data 
set that already exists provides readily available data and is cost-effective.  Although the 
use of a secondary data set has some benefits, it is not free from difficulty.  There may be 
some concerns in reference to validity and reliability.  These concerns will be explored as 
part of the assessment of the validity and reliability of the MAUS SOS instrument.  
 Validity.  ACT has conducted extensive research on the validity of the SOS.  The 
content validity was developed through a process of  “…literature review, extensive 
consultation with content experts, rigorous pilot testing and ACT’s rich experience in 
instrument design and construction” (ACT, 1996, p.3).  Furthermore, MAUS institutional 
research staff have worked with ACT to review the content prior to its administration 
every three years with attention paid to continuity of data longitudinally (Blose & Billie, 
2012).   
The responses to the SOS are student self-reported data.  Concerns have been 
raised that students may not be qualified to judge or may not provide the appropriate 
reaction.  ACT has addressed these criticisms by presenting questions that a college 
student is really the only person who could provide an accurate answer (1996).  The SOS 
seeks to learn reactions and evaluations of different aspects of college life…the opinion 
of the student.   
When using a secondary data set, a problem can arise if the definition used by the 
researcher differs from the definition used by the entity or researcher who collected the 
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data (Neuman, 2011).  To ensure validity, the researcher using a secondary data set must 
utilize the same definition used by the original researcher.  In reference to the SOS there 
does not seem to be any differences between the definitions of MAUS and the researcher; 
however, there may be inconsistency of how students define the different facilities 
described in Figure 3.3.  The MAUS SOS does not provide definitions.  This may not be 
of significant concern in the analysis of the data, but it is a limitation that must be noted. 
To improve the validity of the responses, MAUS has implemented a random 
response check item as an SOS question to ensure the students are closely reading the 
questions.  The random response check reads “please mark the NA oval for this question” 
(SOS, 2012).    Surveys that include the incorrect response to this random check are 
eliminated from further analysis.   
 A final concern about the validity of using secondary data sets exists because the 
researcher lacks control over how the data is collected.  The researcher using the 
secondary data set cannot assess, nor control if there were systemic errors in collecting, 
organizing, reporting, or publishing the data (Neuman, 2011).  As noted previously, the 
researcher has access to the raw data allowing for ownership of the organizing, reporting, 
and publishing.  However, the researcher did not have control over the collection 
procedures.  The research procedures for the MAUS SOS are clearly defined, including 
the sample construction and administration for each individual campus whether it is 
distributed in-class or on-line (Blose & Billie, 2012).  For example, in the case of in-class 
administration, special care is given to ensure that the students enrolled in the classes 
include a representative sample of the study population at each individual campus.  Each 
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institution must go through step by step procedure to ensure that the sample meets the 
demographics of the study population.   
Reliability. In reference to the reliability of the SOS instrument itself, a test-retest 
administration of the original instrument was obtained by ACT in three separate classes 
of students at a Midwestern university (ACT, 2007).  The percent of responses, within 1 
scale point of the identical response, ranged from 93% to 97% with correlations between 
the average ratings of satisfaction-related items on the two administrations of the 
instrument at .92 for satisfaction with college programs and services and .95 for 
satisfaction with various aspects of the college (ACT, 1996, pp. 27-29 & ACT, 2007, p. 
13).  These results provide confidence in the reliability of the instrument.   
Similar to conducting original research, the researcher using a secondary data set 
must be concerned with the method of the accuracy of the data collection. The researcher 
must assess if the methods of collecting the data impact the results.  In this case, 
equivalence reliability may be perceived as a limitation of this survey (Neuman, 2011).  
As noted in the discussion of validity, the survey is administered in one of two ways – in-
class administration or on-line administration (Blose & Billie, 2012).  Although 
participation in the SOS is voluntary, when an in-class administration methodology is 
chosen, students may feel like they must complete the instrument because completing the 
survey is requested by a person in a position of power, that is, the faculty member who 
will assign the students’ grades.  The on-line administration is without question 
voluntary; there are limited perceptions of coercion to participate.  The only exception 
may be if the institution provided an incentive to participate in the on-line version of the 
survey. This information is not noted in the comparison report.  The content of the survey 
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is such that the impact of the different methods of administration and the perceptions of 
coercion are more than likely minor. 
Research Procedures 
 Preliminary approval for use of the 2012 MAUS SOS data for this research study 
was given on May 30, 2013 by the Assistant Provost for MAUS Institutional Research 
(personal communication, G. Blose).  The study was approved by the St. John Fisher 
College Institutional Review Board in October 2103.  At that time MAUS provided the 
raw data from the 16 institutions that both participated in the 2012 SOS survey project 
and have a physical college union on their campuses.    As noted previously, the data set 
will be divided into two sectors: (a) four research universities and (b) 12 comprehensive 
colleges.  To protect confidentiality of the institutions and the evaluative data that is 
generated from the SOS, the institutions will only be identified by sector, not by name.  
Each institution will be given an arbitrary name for purposes of analysis.  When taking 
the survey, students are asked to provide their college identification number so that their 
responses may be linked to other information collected by the individual campuses.  The 
college identification information will be excluded from the raw data files provided for 
this study ensuring confidentiality of participants.  Additionally, any questions with less 
than five responses will be excluded from the study to further enhance the confidentiality 
of participant data.    As noted previously, participation in the SOS project is voluntary 
and requires informed consent on page one of the survey which is included in Appendix 
A.  
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Data Analysis 
The use of the SOS results provides a unique opportunity to identify relationships 
between factors that have been found to depict a sense of community on the college 
campus and the physical spaces of the MAUS college campuses.  The data will ultimately 
be analyzed using hierarchical multiple regression techniques controlling for specific 
variables using SPSS Statistics software.  The use of multiple regression allows for 
comparison of the degree to which the independent variables predict the dependent 
variables.  The use of hierarchical multiple regression analysis also allows for the 
controlling of variables prior to the analysis of the impact of the independent variables of 
interest (Huck, 2012).  In the context of the research questions, the use of hierarchical 
multiple regression analysis allows the control of demographic variables that have been 
found to impact students’ satisfaction with a sense of community.  Furthermore, 
hierarchical multiple regression allows for analysis of the student satisfaction with 
different types of facilities on the college campuses and the degree with which they 
predict, or relate, to students’ satisfaction with a sense of community.    
The data provided by MAUS needed to be analyzed prior to performing the 
regression analysis. It was determined by MAUS Institutional Research and ACT that the 
data for each individual institution was reflective of its student population (ACT, 2012); 
therefore, it can be assumed that the aggregated data is representative of the population 
found in the 16 MAUS institutions.  A descriptive statistics analysis was conducted on 
the results of each question.  It was not surprising to learn from the analysis that most of 
the variables were not normally distributed.  Satisfaction survey data is often skewed to 
the positive creating the need to use non-parametric statistical tests.  This fact as well as 
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the fact that the variables are interval measures required that the correlation analysis 
utilize Spearman’s rho correlation technique for the analysis.  
The first step in the data analysis process is to conduct the correlation analysis 
study between the physical space constructs and the sense of community constructs.  This 
initial analysis will provide data to begin to answer the research questions.  The 
correlation study will be followed by the application of hierarchical multiple regression 
techniques. 
Three hierarchical multiple regression equations have been developed – one for 
each dependent variable: (a)Y’1 = satisfaction with a sense of belonging on campus, (b) 
Y’2 = satisfaction with college social activities, and  (c) Y’3 = satisfaction with social 
support network on campus.  The independent variables are those related to physical 
space.  Variable number seven specifically asks students to rate their satisfaction with the 
campus center/student union, synonymous descriptors to the term college union used 
throughout this study.  The control variables are also independent variables which will be 
described in more detail in succeeding paragraphs. Figure 3.4 provides a list of the 
dependent variables, the independent variables, and the control variables. Appendix B 
includes the field definitions for the data files.   
Hierarchical multiple regression allows for the inclusion of independent or control 
variables that are presumed to have an impact on the dependent variable (Vogt & 
Johnson, 2011).  In reviewing the demographic information collected in the survey and 
understanding the research literature related to a sense of community found in Chapter 2, 
four independent variables will be treated as control variables and entered into the 
equation first.  These control variables reduce the amount of time that a student is on 
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campus: (a) place of residency (on-campus or off-campus), (b) full-time or part-time 
enrollment status, (c) off-campus employment, and (d) household duties or care of 
family.   
Sense of Community Construct (dependent/Y-variables) 
1. Your sense of belonging on campus. 
2. College social activities. 
3. Your social support network on campus. 
 
Physical Space Construct (independent/X-variables) 
1. Classroom facilities. 
2. Course related labs. 
3. Library facilities. 
4. Study area (not including studios). 
5. Fine and performing arts studios (art, dance, film, music, theater). 
6. Athletic and recreational facilities. 
7. Campus center/student union. 
8. General condition of residence halls. 
9. General condition of buildings and grounds (other than residence halls). 
10. Personal safety/security on this campus. 
11. Parking services. 
 
Control Variables (independent control/X-variables) 
1. Off-campus living 
2. Full-time or part-time enrollment status. 
3. Off-campus employment. 
4. Household duties/care of family 
 
Figure 3.4.  Analysis Variables.  The responses from the SOS satisfaction questions 
provide the data for the research study.  Adapted from 2012 Student Opinion Survey 
Instrument. 
The variables related to the physical space construct will then be entered into the 
equations simultaneously.  The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis 
will be analyzed for the strength of the relationship between students’ satisfaction with 
the college union and students’ satisfaction with the Y variables that have been identified 
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in the sense of community construct: (a) sense of belonging, (b) college social activities, 
and (c) social support network.   
 The final type of statistical analysis will involve a comparison of the means 
associated with satisfaction with a sense of community and a sense of belonging to 
answer the final research question: Are there differences in the relationships between 
students’ satisfaction with the college union and their satisfaction with a sense of 
community on the MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey 
based on demographic data?  As was noted previously, many of the results from the 
satisfaction question are not normally distributed.  This is the case for the results of the 
satisfaction with the campus center/student union question.  Therefore, the Mann 
Whitney statistical test will be used to compare the means of different demographic 
categories.  Mann Whitney comparison of means is used when the data is not normally 
distributed or non-parametric (Vogt & Johnson, 2011).  Three demographic variables 
have been identified for the study.  The Mann Whitney tests will be administered on the 
data to learn if there are differences between satisfaction with the college union and a 
sense of belonging based on gender, Hispanic origin, and institutional sector type.   
Summary 
The MAUS Student Opinion Survey is an instrument that is used to evaluate the 
academic, student, and administrative programs, services, and facilities at the system 
campuses (Blose & Billie, 2012).  It provides a large secondary data set that has been 
described by the Director of ACT Survey Research Services as one of the most effective 
student satisfaction surveys in the United States (personal communication, M. Valiga, 
May 15, 2013).  It is valid and reliable.  The SOS asks questions of students that provide 
 96 
multiple opportunities to analyze relationships between variables that are of interest to 
understand the college experience. College union directors and the professional 
association that supports their work describe the college union as the center of 
community on the college campus.  This quantitative research study is an opportunity to 
contribute to the literature related to the role of the college union and its relationship to a 
sense of community on campus.  College union professionals provide anecdotal accounts 
that the relationship exists.  This data set provides an opportunity to quantify that 
relationship using hierarchical multiple regression.  The study will not only contribute to 
the college union literature relating to a sense of community, it creates multiple 
opportunities for further research.   
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Chapter 4:  Results 
 
Introduction  
This study explores whether a relationship exists between college students’ 
satisfaction with their college union and their satisfaction with the sense of community on 
campus.  College union directors and the Association of College Unions International 
(ACUI) suggest that the college union plays a role in creating a sense of community on 
campus. However, there is little empirical literature about the relationship.  A recent 
study of dissertations on the topic of the college union yielded no results related to 
studies on the relationship between the college union and a sense of community in at least 
the past 30 years (DeSawal & Yakaboski, 2013).    
This study utilizes a secondary data set that was obtained from one of the largest 
state systems of higher education located in the Middle Atlantic Region of the United 
States (MAUS).  The secondary data set is comprised of the results of the 2012 Student 
Opinion Survey (SOS), a comprehensive student satisfaction survey developed by ACT, 
once referred to as American College Testing.  The SOS has been administered every 
three years since 1985 in MAUS.  The survey was reviewed and revised prior to each 
administration to address evolving issues with attention paid to continuity of data 
longitudinally (Blose & Billie, 2012).  The results of the 2012 MAUS SOS provided an 
opportunity to quantitatively study the relationship between student satisfaction with the 
college union and student satisfaction with a sense of community on the college campus.  
The questions in the SOS instrument asked students, on a Likert-type scale, to rate their 
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satisfaction with multiple areas of their college experience, including items related to a 
sense of community, physical spaces on the college campus, and specifically the college 
union.  This study represents an analysis of the 2012 MAUS SOS results using IBM 
SPSS Statistics, Version 21.  The study examines the results using correlation and 
multiple regression techniques to identify if a relationship exists between college 
students’ satisfaction with the college union and their satisfaction with a sense of 
community.  The study also analyzes the strength of those relationships. In a review of 
the literature found in Chapter 2, this study is forging new ground.  It seems that this 
study serves as the first quantitative study to explore the relationship between the college 
union and a sense of community on campus (DeSawal & Yakaboski, 2013).   The 
research questions are used as a guide to organize the results presented in this chapter. 
Research questions.  The research questions have been presented in each of the 
previous chapters and are presented below as a guide to organize the data analysis and 
findings in a way that seeks to answer the primary research question:  Is there a 
relationship between a sense of community on campus and the college union?   
1. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with a sense of 
belonging, college social activities, and their social support network on the 
MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey?  
2. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the physical 
environment of the college campuses and a sense of community on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey? 
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3. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the college union 
and a sense of community on the MAUS campuses that participated in the 
2012 Student Opinion Survey? 
4. Are there differences in the relationships between students’ satisfaction with 
the college union and their satisfaction with a sense of community on the 
MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey based 
on demographic data? 
5. Is there a relationship between a sense of community on campus and the 
college union? 
The four research questions, that are specific to the secondary data set, the 2012 
MAUS Student Opinion Survey, provided the framework to answer the primary research 
question in a quantitative manner. The data analysis and findings are organized in a 
manner that begins with broader basic statistical analyses and ends with more rigorous 
and specific statistical testing that provides a more detailed portrait, including 
predictability, of the relationships among the variables.   The results and findings from 
the four specific research questions provide the evidence needed to respond to the 
primary research question:  Is there a relationship between a sense of community on 
campus and the college union?  
Data Analysis & Findings 
As discussed previously the data for this study are the results of the 2012 MAUS 
Student Opinion Survey (SOS).  The SOS is an evaluation tool that is used to identify 
areas of the MAUS colleges or universities that need improvement, meet, or exceed 
expectations for a specific institution or collectively for the MAUS system.  The data 
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from the MAUS SOS is used to evaluate the academic, student, and administrative 
programs, services, and facilities provided to undergraduate students at each of the 
specific campuses (Blose & Billie, 2012).  For reference, the survey instrument is 
included as Appendix A.  The 2012 MAUS SOS program is administered within one of 
the largest state systems of higher education in the United States, with 64 institutions and 
overall enrollment at the time of the survey administration, of 422,500 students (SUNY 
Fast Facts, 2013).  For the 2012 administration of the SOS, 27 institutions participated in 
the SOS program.  The total number of undergraduate students at the 27 institutions was 
179,966 (ACT, 2012).   Sixteen institutions were chosen for this study because after a 
review of institutional literature, maps, and websites, each of the 16 institutions had a 
dedicated college union facility.  Four of the institutions are described as comprehensive 
doctoral research universities and the other 12 institutions are comprehensive in nature 
and do not offer doctoral degrees (Carnegie, 2013). The sample size was 92,955 students 
at the 16 institutions.  The number of surveys processed was 15,873, with 15,144 deemed 
valid survey cases.  Surveys were invalidated if a student responded to the question that 
was intended to be skipped.   
The results of several satisfaction questions related to a sense of community on 
campus and the physical spaces were used to answer the research questions.  The 
responses for each of the MAUS SOS questions were college students’ self-reported 
satisfaction with multiple areas of their college experience.  Student participants 
responded on a scale from very satisfied to very dissatisfied where levels of satisfaction 
responses were as follows:  (a) 1 = did not use or not available, (b) 2 = very satisfied, (c) 
3 = satisfied, (d) 4 = neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, (e) 5 =  dissatisfied, and (f) 6 = 
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very dissatisfied.  Since the first satisfaction option is did not use or not available, the 
scale would be considered a Likert-style scale.  A Likert-style scale is frequently used in 
the social sciences to determine individuals’ value of a particular construct (Vogt & 
Johnson, 2011).  The use of a Likert-type scale has become synonymous with ordinal 
rating scales.  A Likert-type scale must have two anchors and has a width of rating 
options from four to 11.  The ordinal nature of the data was the primary factor in 
determining the type of statistical analysis that was required for this study.   
The survey items used for analysis are listed in Figure 4.1 and are arranged in two 
categories, referred to as constructs.  The constructs are comprised of the satisfaction 
questions found on the MAUS Student Opinion Survey instrument.  The first construct 
includes the student responses to the three satisfaction items related to a sense of 
community on campus.   
The sense of community construct questions asked students to rate their 
satisfaction with (a) your sense of belonging on campus, (b) college social activities, and 
(c) your social support network.  The second construct, referred to as the physical space 
construct are academic and college facilities that are found on college campuses.  The 
physical space construct included student responses to 11 satisfaction questions related to 
the physical spaces on the college campus and students’ satisfaction with safety on 
campus: (a) classroom facilities, (b) course-related laboratories, (c) library facilities, (d) 
study areas, (e) fine and performing arts studios, (f) athletic and recreation facilities, (g) 
campus center/student union, (h) general condition of residence halls, (i) general 
condition of building and grounds, (j) personal safety and security, and (k) parking 
services.  
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Using the following scale, students were asked to indicate their levels of satisfaction 
with each of the following aspects of the college’s services facilities and 
environment: 
(1) 
did not use or not available 
 
   (2)   (3)          (4)            (5)               (6)  
very satisfied          satisfied neither satisfied nor dissatisfied dissatisfied very dissatisfied 
 
Sense of Community Construct 
1. Your sense of belonging on campus. 
2. College social activities. 
3. Your social support network on campus. 
  
Physical Space Construct 
1. Classroom facilities. 
2. Course-related laboratories (not including studios) 
3. Library facilities. 
4. Study areas (not including studios). 
5. Fine and performing arts studios (art, dance, film, music, theater). 
6. Athletic and recreational facilities. 
7. Campus center/student union. 
8. General condition of residence halls. 
9. General condition of buildings and grounds (other than residence halls). 
10. Personal safety/security on this campus. 
11. Parking services. 
 
Figure 4.1.  2012 MAUS Student Opinion Survey Satisfaction Questions. The responses 
from the SOS satisfaction questions provide the data for the research study.  Adapted 
from 2012 MAUS Student Opinion Survey Instrument. 
The response data for each question was converted so that the higher satisfaction 
responses were the larger number in the Likert-style scale.  To that end, the resulting 
satisfaction scale for the data was as follows: (a) 1 = very dissatisfied; (b) 2 = 
dissatisfied; (c) 3 = neither satisfied nor dissatisfied; (d) 4 = satisfied; and (e) 5 = very 
satisfied.  The response, did not use or not available, was treated as missing data.  These 
responses were not included in the analysis.  The decision to move the response did not 
use or not available created the appropriate anchors to treat the data as ordinal for the 
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statistical analysis.  The data conversion resulted in value one, labeled very dissatisfied, 
as the anchor at the smaller end of the scale and value five, labeled very satisfied, as the 
anchor at the larger end of the scale.  The resulting missing data – created from the 
original missing data plus the responses did not use or not available – did not 
substantially reduce the total responses for each of the 14 satisfaction questions used for 
analysis.  More than 95% of the total number of surveys processed were deemed valid.  
The total number of valid survey cases used for the analysis was 15,144. The largest 
number of responses for the satisfaction questions was identified as 14,128 for student 
satisfaction with the classroom buildings.  The smallest number of responses was 
identified as 7,578 for satisfaction with fine and performing arts studios.  Table 4.1 
includes the number of responses for the 2012 MAUS SOS questions used for the study. 
Table 4.1 
Number of Responses for the MAUS SOS Satisfaction Questions Used as Variables in the 
Statistical Analysis  
Satisfaction Question 
Frequency of 
Response (N) 
Sense of Community Construct Variables  
  Sense of Belonging             13,935  
  College Social Activities             10,989  
  Social Support Network             11,089  
 Physical Space Construct Variables   
   Classroom Facilities             14,128  
   Course-related Labs             10,200  
   Library Facilities             13,709  
   Study Areas             13,161  
   Fine & Performing Arts Studios               7,578  
   Athletic & Rec Facilities             10,592  
   Campus Center/Student Union             12,734  
   Residence Halls              10,813  
   Buildings & Grounds             13,827  
   Safety & Security             13,441  
   Parking Services             10,822  
Note. 2012 MAUS Student Opinion Survey total number of valid survey cases = 15,144. 
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The links between the research questions and the statistical tests and analysis used 
to respond to the each of the research questions overlapped.  A grid was developed to 
help guide the reader through the data analysis and findings.  Figure 4.2 provides the 
research questions and the statistical test and findings used to answer the research 
questions.   
 
 
RESEARCH 
QUESTIONS Correlation Analysis 
 
Hierarchical 
Multiple 
Regression 
Analysis 
Mann 
Whitney 
Test 
1. Is there a relationship between 
students’ satisfaction with a sense 
of belonging, college social 
activities, and their social support 
network on the MAUS campuses 
that participated in the 2012 Student 
Opinion Survey?  
 
XXX 
 
  
2. Is there a relationship between 
students’ satisfaction with the 
physical environment of the college 
campuses and a sense of 
community on the MAUS campuses 
that participated in the 2012 Student 
Opinion Survey? 
XXX XXX  
3. Is there a relationship between 
students’ satisfaction with the 
college union and a sense of 
community on the MAUS campuses 
that participated in the 2012 Student 
Opinion Survey? 
XXX XXX  
4. Are there differences in the 
relationships between students’ 
satisfaction with the college union 
and their satisfaction with a sense of 
community on the MAUS campuses 
that participated in the 2012 Student 
Opinion Survey based on 
demographic data? 
  XXX 
5. Is there a relationship between a 
sense of community on campus and 
the college union? 
XXX XXX  
 
Figure 4.2. Research Questions with Accompanying Statistical Tests. The grid serves as 
a guide to the reader to clarify how the findings were informed by the statistical tests. 
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Correlation analysis was used to explore the relationship between the three 
variables of the sense of community construct and the 11 variables of the physical space 
construct.  The correlation analysis was conducted using Spearman’s rho, a statistical test 
often referred to as rank-order correlation (Huck, 2012).  Spearman’s rho technique is 
used because the responses to the questions were ordinal in nature, ranging from very 
dissatisfied to very satisfied (Vogt & Johnson, 2011).  The results of the correlation 
analysis can be found in Table 4.2.  
The size of the data set provided results of statistical significance for the 
correlations between all variables (p < .001).  In the event that all relationships are of 
statistical significance, additional analysis is necessary to make meaning of the variables.  
Initially, a review of the raw correlation coefficients was needed to explain the strength 
of the relationships between variables.  For example, the three largest correlation 
coefficient values are the relationships between study areas and the library (rs = .648, p < 
.001); course-related labs and classrooms (rs = .646, p < .001); and buildings and grounds 
and residence halls (rs = .627, p < .001).  These values represent the strongest 
relationships between the variables included in the study.  There are also four other 
relationships that exceeded rs = .5:  social support network and sense of belonging (rs = 
.573, p < .001); social support network and college social activities (rs = .546, p < .001); 
campus center/student union and athletic and recreation facilities (rs = .530, p < .001); 
and college social activities and sense of belonging (rs = .514, p < .001).  Figure 4.3 
contains a rank order list of the top 10%  of the correlation coefficients.  Appendix C 
contains a rank order list of all the correlation coefficients.  The results of the correlation 
analysis and further statistical analysis were used to answer the research questions. 
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Rank 
Order 
 
Correlation between two of the variables found in the  
Spearman's Rho Correlation Analysis 
 
 
rs 
1 study areas and library facilities 0.648 
2 course-related labs and classroom facilities 0.646 
3 buildings & grounds and residence halls 0.627 
4 social support network and sense of belonging 0.573 
5 social support network and college social activities 0.546 
6 campus center/student union and athletic and rec facilities 0.530 
7 college social activities and sense of belonging 0.514 
8 buildings & grounds and classroom facilities 0.494 
9 library facilities and course-related labs 0.484 
 
 
Figure 4.3. Rank Order of Top 10% of Correlation Coefficients from the Analysis of 
Variables.  This rank order list represents the top 10% of the 91 correlation coefficients 
derived from the correlation analysis of the 14 variables involved in the study. 
Relationship between student satisfaction with sense of belonging, college 
social activities, and social support network.  One of the limitations of using a 
secondary data set is that the researcher is limited to the questions that were asked on the 
original survey.  This is the case in reference to the first research question:  Is there a 
relationship between students’ satisfaction with a sense of belonging, college social 
activities, and their social support network on the MAUS campuses that participated in 
the 2012 Student Opinion Survey?  Students’ satisfaction with a sense of community was 
not specifically asked in the 2012 MAUS SOS.  However, the questions that are included 
in the sense of community construct are cited in the literature as components of a sense of 
community: (a) satisfaction with sense of belonging, (b) college social activities, and (c) 
social support network (Berger, 1997; Boyer, 1990; Brown & Burdsal, 2012; Cheng, 
2004; Elkins, Forrester, & Noel-Elkins, 2011; Gardner, 1996; Kinze & Schuh, 2008; 
Pretty, 1990; Schussler & Fierros, 2008).  It was important to verify a strong correlation 
between these three variables since they are used to define a sense of community on the 
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campuses that participated in the 2012 MAUS SOS.  The student responses to these 
satisfaction questions were included in the correlation analysis (see Figure 4.1) and were 
used to answer the first research question.  The correlation coefficients for the three 
satisfaction questions found in the sense of community construct were some of the 
strongest values in the correlation analysis:  social support network and sense of 
belonging (rs = .573, p < .001); social support network and college social activities (rs = 
.546, p < .001); and college social activities and sense of belonging (rs = .514, p < .001).  
Table 4.3 provides a summary of these results.   
Table 4.3  
Correlation Coefficients for the Sense of Community Constructs 
Sense of 
Community 
Construct Variables 
 
Sense of Belonging 
College Social 
Activities 
Social Support 
Network 
 
Sense of Belonging 
 
 
1.00 
  
College Social 
Activities 
.514** 
N = 10,923 
 
1.00  
Social Support 
Network 
.573** 
N = 11,022 
.546** 
N = 9,759 
1.00 
Note: **Correlation is significant at the .001 level (2-tailed).   
The results of the correlation analysis suggested that there was a statistically 
significant and strong relationship between students’ satisfaction with their social support 
network, a sense of belonging, and college social activities for the campuses that 
participated in the 2012 MAUS Student Opinion Survey.  Recognizing that there are 91 
different correlations presented in the table, those that were in the top 10% can logically 
be considered the strongest of the correlations and have more significance than those that 
are not.  As noted previously, there were stronger relationships between study areas and 
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the library (rs = .648, p < .001); course-related labs and classrooms (rs = .646, p < .001); 
buildings and grounds and residence halls (rs = .627, p < .001); and campus 
center/student union and athletic and recreation facilities (rs = .530, p < .001).  The 
strength of these relationships must be recognized even though their relationships are not 
necessarily related to the study.  An opportunity for further exploration into these strong 
relationships exists.  The correlation coefficients between the sense of community 
variables were each in the top 10% and are over .5, p < .001.  Moreover, the literature 
reviewed in Chapter 2 suggests that social support networks, a sense of belonging, and 
college social activities are components of college students’ sense of community (Berger, 
1997; Boyer, 1990; Brown & Burdsal, 2012; Cheng, 2004; Elkins, Forrester, & Noel-
Elkins, 2011; Gardner, 1996; Kinze & Schuh, 2008; Pretty, 1990; Schussler & Fierros, 
2008).  The results of the correlation analysis of the three variables that have been 
identified as the sense of community construct suggested that there was a strong 
correlation between students’ satisfaction with social support network, a sense of 
belonging, and college social activities.   The results confirmed the findings in the 
literature.   
The correlation analysis was also used to partially answer the second and third 
research questions: Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the 
physical environment of the college campuses and a sense of community on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey? and Is there a 
relationship between students’ satisfaction with the college union and a sense of 
community on the MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion 
Survey?   
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Relationship between physical facilities and a sense of community.  The 
results of the correlation analysis suggested that there was a relationship between 
students’ satisfaction with the physical space of the college campus and students’ 
satisfaction with the campus center/student union on the MAUS campuses in the study.  
The results were statistically significant (p < .001) between the 11 physical space 
variables that comprise the physical space construct and the three sense of community 
variables that comprise the sense of community construct (Table 4.2).  Of the 33 
correlation coefficients that resulted from comparing the variables in the two constructs, 
the smallest relationships were between the three sense of community variables and 
parking services: sense of belonging and parking services (rs = .216, p < .001), college 
social activities and parking services (rs = .229, p < .001), and social support network and 
parking services (rs = .189, p < .001).  The strongest relationships were between the sense 
of community variables and campus center/student union: sense of belonging and campus 
center/student union (rs = .364, p < .001), college social activities and campus 
center/student union (rs = .423, p < .001), and social support network and campus 
center/student union (rs = .363, p < .001).    Twenty-seven of the 33 correlations, or 
81.8%, are above rs = .300.  Table 4.4 provides a clearer picture of the results of the 
correlation analysis.   
The relationships between the sense of community variables and the 11 physical 
space variables have been rank ordered to show the strength of the relationships in 
comparison with each other.    The results of the correlation analysis suggested there was 
a positive relationship between the variables within the sense of community construct and 
the variables of the physical space construct. 
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Table 4.4 
Correlation Coefficients Comparing Sense of Community Construct to Physical Space 
Construct 
 
Sense of  
Community Construct 
Sense of 
Belonging 
College Social 
Activities 
Social Support 
Network 
Physical Space  
Construct rs Rank rs Rank rs Rank 
Campus Center/Student 
Union 0.364 1 0.423 1 0.363 1 
Classroom Facilities 0.359 2 0.373 2 0.342 3 
Buildings & Grounds 0.342 3 0.369 3 0.323 6 
Residence Halls 0.336 4 0.360 6 0.311 8 
Course-related Labs 0.335 5 0.366 4 0.346 2 
Safety & Security 0.327 6 0.316 10 0.326 4 
Study Areas 0.305 7 0.365 5 0.318 7 
Athletic & Recreation 
Facilities 0.300 8 0.351 7 0.305 9 
Fine & Performing Arts 
Studios 0.282 9 0.349 8 0.325 5 
Library Facilities 0.271 10 0.337 9 0.297 10 
Parking Services 0.216 11 0.229 11 0.189 11 
Note. p < .001 for all correlation coefficients. 
The campus center/student union had the strongest relationship with each of the 
sense of community variables compared to the other physical space variables (p < .001).  
For students’ satisfaction with a sense of belonging, the association with student 
satisfaction with the student union was moderate to strong, rs = .364 (p < .001).  The 
strongest relationship between the physical space variables and the sense of community 
variables was found in the relationship between satisfaction with the college union and 
satisfaction with college social activities, rs = .423 (p < .001).  The relationship between 
students’ satisfaction with their social support network and satisfaction with the college 
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union was also moderate to strong, rs = .363 (p < .001).  Satisfaction with classroom 
facilities, buildings and grounds, course-related labs, study areas, and residence halls 
each have at least one correlation with one of the three sense of community variables that 
was also moderate to strong, rs = .360, p < .001.   Furthermore, with the exception of 
parking services, the relationship between satisfaction with most of the other 10 physical 
space variables and individual sense of community variables is moderate, rs = .300, p < 
.001. 
These findings suggested that for those who completed the 2012 MAUS SOS 
instrument, there was a relationship between their satisfaction with a sense of community 
on campus and their satisfaction with the physical space.  Moreover, these findings 
suggest that for those who completed the 2012 MAUS SOS instrument, there was a 
relationship between their satisfaction with a sense of community on campus and their 
satisfaction with the college union.  These findings began to affirmatively answer the 
second research question:  Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the 
physical environment of the college campuses and a sense of community on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey?   These findings also 
began to affirmatively answer the third research question:  Is there a relationship between 
students’ satisfaction with the college union and a sense of community on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey?  The analysis thus far 
has clearly established strong to moderate bivariate relationships between the sense of 
community construct variables and the physical space construct variables.  However, a 
more rigorous analysis allowed for a deeper examination of the relationships using multi-
variant techniques controlling for the effects of additional variables.     
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Hierarchical multiple regression analysis.  The results of the correlation 
analysis were presented in Table 4.2 and then more clearly organized in Table 4.4.  The 
results showed a strong correlation between satisfaction with the college union and 
satisfaction with each of the three sense of community variables: sense of belonging, 
college social activities, and social support network.  The correlation coefficient values 
measuring the relationship between the college union and the sense of community 
variables were strong.  Satisfaction with a sense of belonging was rs = .364 (p < .01); 
satisfaction with college social activities was rs = .423 (p < .01); and satisfaction with 
social support network was rs = .363 (p < .01).  The predictability of the relationships 
between the college union and the variables within the sense of community construct can 
be explained further by using hierarchical multiple regression.   
Hierarchical multiple regression is a method of regression analysis that is used for 
explanatory and predictive analysis (Huck, 2012).  The technique allows the independent 
variables to be entered into the regression equation in a sequence based on the 
researcher’s understanding of the relations among the variables (Vogt & Johnson, 2011).  
Three hierarchical multiple regression tests were conducted using each of the three sense 
of community variables as the independent variable.  This allowed for the examination of 
the degree to which students’ satisfaction with a sense of community could be explained 
by students’ satisfaction with the individual physical space variables, controlling for other 
variables that potentially affect students’ satisfaction with a sense of community.  Four 
control variables were identified that were provided as part of the background 
information for each individual taking the 2012 MAUS SOS:  off-campus living, full-
time enrollment, working off-campus, and care of family members.  These variables were 
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chosen as the control variables for the hierarchical multiple regression equation because 
they reduce the time the college student is on the campus. It was theorized that these 
factors would have a generally negative impact on the satisfaction with the variables of 
the physical space construct.  Therefore, they were entered into the regression equation 
first to limit their impact on the analysis of the dependent variables, that is, the three 
variables of the sense of community construct. 
The full results of each hierarchical multiple regression equation will be presented 
highlighting the data that assists with answering the second and third research questions:  
Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the physical environment of the 
college campuses and a sense of community on the MAUS campuses that participated in 
the 2012 Student Opinion Survey? and Is there a relationship between students’ 
satisfaction with the college union and a sense of community on the MAUS campuses that 
participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey?    
The independent variables in each of the three hierarchical multiple regression 
equations were the 11 variables found in the physical space construct plus the four 
control variables.  The physical space construct variables were (a) classroom facilities, 
(b) course-related laboratories, (c) library facilities, (d) study areas, (e) fine and 
performing arts studios, (f) athletic and recreation facilities, (g) campus center/student 
union, (h) general condition of residence halls, (i) general condition of building and 
grounds, (j) personal safety and security, and (k) parking services. The four control 
variables were (a) off-campus living, (b) full-time enrollment, (c) off-campus 
employment, and (d) household/family duties.   
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The dependent variable for the first hierarchical multiple regression equation was 
college student satisfaction with a sense of belonging.  The results of the hierarchical 
multiple regression include analysis of variance (ANOVA).  ANOVA is a test of the 
statistical significance of the difference of the relationship between the independent 
variables and the dependent variable (Vogt & Johnson, 2011).  The ANOVA results were 
significant, F (15, 3389) = 94.9, p < .001. This significance provides the foundation for 
further analysis of the results.  A summary of the regression analysis data is found in 
Table 4.5.  
The results of the hierarchical multiple regression model indicated that the 
relationship between the variables of the physical space construct and satisfaction with a 
sense of belonging was beyond chance.  The coefficient of determination (R2 ) indicates 
that satisfaction with the physical space explains 29.6% of students’ satisfaction with a 
sense of belonging on their campus, after controlling for living off-campus, full-time 
enrollment, off-campus employment, and household/family care duties.  Results indicated 
that two of the initial control variables were significant predictors of sense of belonging 
as shown in Model 1.  Both off-campus employment (B = -.058, p ˂ .001) and 
household/family duties (B = -.057, p ˂ .001) negatively impacted sense of belonging.  In 
Model 2, the physical space variables were entered.   
Off-campus employment was still significantly negatively associated with sense 
of belonging (B = -.033, p ˂ .001), while five of the physical space variables were 
significant positive predictors (p < .001): classroom facilities, fine and performing arts 
studios, the campus center/student union, residence halls, and students’ satisfaction with  
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Table 4.5 
Regression Analysis Summary for Variables Predicting Satisfaction with Sense of 
Belonging 
 
Variable 
 
B 
Model 1 
SE B 
 
p 
 
B 
Model 2 
SE B 
 
p 
   Off-campus Living  -.066 .039 .089 -.047 .034 .168 
   Full-time Enrollment .087 .130 .502 .021 .110 .850 
   Off-campus  
     Employment 
-.058* .011 .000 -.033* .009 .000 
   Household/Family     
      Duties 
-.057* .014 .000 -.021 .012 .095 
   Classroom Facilities    .107* .027 .000 
   Course-related Labs    .077 .025 .002 
   Library Facilities    .031 .026 .234 
   Study Areas    .055 .023 .018 
   Fine & Performing    
     Arts Studios 
   .066* .020 .001 
   Athletic & Rec 
      Facilities 
   .046 .019 .016 
   Campus Center/  
      Student Union 
   .126* .023 .000 
   Residence Halls     .084* .019 .000 
   Buildings & Grounds     .074   .023 .002 
   Safety & Security    .173* .019 .000 
   Parking Services    .018 .013 .165 
Constant 3.979 .139  .663 .151  
R2 .019*   .296*   
Note. *p ˂ .001.  Adjusted R2 = .293, p ˂ .001 
 
safety and security.  Satisfaction with the college union (B =.126, p < .001) was second 
only to safety and security (B = .173, p < .001) on its positive impact of students’ 
satisfaction with a sense of belonging.  In practical terms, the regression results indicated 
that as satisfaction with the college union increased by 1 point on the satisfaction scale 
found in the MAUS SOS, there will be a .126 (B) increase in satisfaction with a sense of 
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belonging. The results further confirmed the relationship between satisfaction with 
physical space and satisfaction with a sense of belonging on campus and the relationship 
between satisfaction with the college union and satisfaction with a sense of belonging on 
campus.   
The dependent variable for the second hierarchical multiple regression equation 
was college student satisfaction with college social activities.  The ANOVA results were 
significant, F (15, 3221) = 69.2, p < .001. This significance provided the foundation for 
further analysis of the results.  A summary of the regression analysis data is found in 
Table 4.6.  
The results of the hierarchical multiple regression model indicated that the 
relationship between the variables of the physical space construct and satisfaction with 
college social activities was also beyond chance.  The R2  indicated that the satisfaction 
with the physical space explains 34.4% of the students’ satisfaction with college social 
activities on their campus, after controlling for living off-campus, full-time enrollment, 
off-campus employment, and household/family care duties.  Results indicated that one of 
the initial control variables was a significant predictor of satisfaction with college social 
activities shown in Model 1.  Household/family duties (B = -.053, p ˂ .001) negatively 
impacted satisfaction with college social activities.  
In Model 2, the physical space variables were entered.  Six of the physical space 
variables were significant positive predictors (p < .001): classroom facilities, fine and 
performing arts studios, athletic and recreational facilities, the campus center/student 
union, residence halls, and students’ satisfaction with safety and security.  Satisfaction 
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Table 4.6 
Regression Analysis Summary for Variables Predicting  
Satisfaction with College Social Activities 
 
Variable 
 
B 
Model 1 
SE B 
 
P 
 
B 
Model 2 
SE B 
 
p 
   Off-campus Living  .012 .038 .764 .014 .032 .672 
   Full-time Enrollment -.153 .129 .234 -.233 .105 .027 
   Off-campus  
     Employment 
-.032 .011 .003 -.007 .009 .392 
   Household/Family     
      Duties 
-.053* .014 .000 -.011 .012 .365 
   Classroom Facilities    .115* .026 .000 
   Course-related Labs    .021 .024 .379 
   Library Facilities    .055 .024 .022 
   Study Areas    .068 .022 .002 
   Fine & Performing    
     Arts Studios 
   .112* .019 .000 
   Athletic & Rec 
      Facilities 
   .089* .018 .000 
   Campus Center/  
      Student Union 
   .174* .022 .000 
   Residence Halls     .115* .018 .000 
   Buildings & Grounds    .013 .022 .554 
   Safety & Security    .098* .018 .000 
   Parking Services    .038 .013 .003 
       
Constant 4.014 .138  .594 .144  
R2 .014*   .344*   
Note. *p ˂ .001. Adjusted R2 = .341, p ˂ .001 
with the college union (B =.174, p < .001) had the largest impact of students’ satisfaction 
with their college social activities.   The next closest regression coefficient was residence 
halls at B = .115 (p < .001) and classroom facilities at B = .115 (p < .001). The regression 
results indicate that as satisfaction with the college union increases by 1 point on the 
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satisfaction scale found in the MAUS SOS, there will be a .174 (B) increase in 
satisfaction with college social activities. The results provided data to further support the 
positive relationship between satisfaction with physical space and satisfaction with 
college social activities and the relationship between satisfaction with the college union 
and satisfaction with college social activities.      
The dependent variable for the third and final hierarchical multiple regression 
equation was college student satisfaction with their social support network.  The ANOVA 
results were significant, F (15, 3180) = 81.3, p < .001. This significance provided the 
foundation for further analysis of the results.  A summary of the regression analysis data 
is found in Table 4.7.  
The results of the hierarchical multiple regression model indicated that the 
relationship between the variables of the physical space construct and student satisfaction 
with their social support network was beyond chance.  The R2  indicates that the 
satisfaction with the physical space explains 27.7% of the students’ satisfaction with their 
social support network on campus, after controlling for living off-campus, full-time 
enrollment, off-campus employment, and household/family care duties.  Results indicated 
that two of the initial control variables were significant predictors of sense of belonging 
as shown in Model 1.  Both off-campus employment (B = -.033, p ˂ .001) and 
household/family duties (B = -.052, p ˂ .001) negatively impacted satisfaction with 
students’ social support network.   
In Model 2, the physical space variables were entered.  Five of the physical space 
variables were significant positive predictors (p < .001): classroom facilities, fine and 
performing arts studios, the campus center/student union, residence halls, and students’ 
 120 
Table 4.7 
Regression Analysis Summary for Variables Predicting  
Satisfaction with Social Support Network 
 
Variable 
 
B 
Model 1 
SE B 
 
p 
 
B 
Model 2 
SE B 
 
p 
   Off-campus Living  -.043 .036 .228 -.025 .032 .423 
   Full-time Enrollment -.180 .122 .140 -.225 .105 .032 
   Off-campus  
     Employment 
-.033* .010 .001 -.010 .008 .259 
   Household/Family     
      Duties 
-.052* .013 .000 -.022 .012 .057 
   Classroom Facilities    .085* .026 .001 
   Course-related Labs    .069 .024 .004 
   Library Facilities    -.022 .024 .344 
   Study Areas    .068 .021 .002 
   Fine & Performing    
     Arts Studios 
   .108* .019 .000 
   Athletic & Rec 
      Facilities 
   .045 .018 .012 
   Campus Center/  
      Student Union 
   .149* .021 .000 
   Residence Halls     .061* .018 .001 
   Buildings & Grounds    .046 .022 .033 
   Safety & Security    .120* .018 .000 
   Parking Services    .003 .012 .783 
       
Constant 4.246 .131  1.400 .142  
R2 .014*   .277*   
Note. *p ˂ .001. Adjusted R2 = .274, p ˂ .001 
 
satisfaction with safety and security.  Satisfaction with the college union (B =.149, p < 
.001) had the largest impact of students’ satisfaction with their social support network.  
The next closest correlation coefficient was safety and security at B = .120 (p < .001) and 
fine and performing arts studies at B = .108 (p < .001). In practical terms, the regression 
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results indicated that as satisfaction with the college union increases by 1 point on the 
satisfaction scale found in the MAUS SOS, there will be a .149 (B) increase in student 
satisfaction with their social support network. The results further confirmed the positive 
relationship between satisfaction with physical space and student satisfaction with their 
social support network and the relationship between satisfaction with the college union 
and student satisfaction with their social support network.   
The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis definitively support, 
with statistical significance, that there were relationships between the satisfaction with 
the physical spaces of the college campus and satisfaction with the variables of the sense 
of community construct:  (a) sense of belonging, (b) college social activities, and (c) 
social support network.  The college union was found to have the strongest relationships 
of the physical spaces with the three sense of community variables.   These results 
support an affirmative answer to the second and third research questions: Is there a 
relationship between students’ satisfaction with the physical environment of the college 
campuses and a sense of community on the MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 
Student Opinion Survey? and Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with 
the college union and a sense of community on the MAUS campuses that participated in 
the 2012 Student Opinion Survey?   Moreover, the results also support an affirmative 
response to the primary research question:  Is there a relationship between a sense of 
community on campus and the college union.    
The final research question sought to identify differences in the strength of the 
relationship between student satisfaction with a sense of community on campus and 
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student satisfaction with the college union based on different demographic variables 
collected in the 2012 MAUS Student Opinion Survey. 
 Differences between students’ satisfaction with the college union and their 
satisfaction with a sense of community based on demographic data.   The background 
information that was collected as part of the SOS instrument provided an opportunity to 
analyze the final research question:  Are there differences in the relationships between 
students’ satisfaction with the college union and their satisfaction with a sense of 
community on the MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey 
based on demographic data? 
The collection of background information for each of the responders provided an 
opportunity to explore differences in multiple demographic areas.  The literature suggests 
that there may a relationship between the physical space and a sense of community for 
students that are underrepresented in institutions of higher education (Banning, 
Middleton, & Deniston, 2008; Harper & Hurtado, 2007; and Kinzie & Mulholland, 
2008).   As has been mentioned previously, the use of a secondary data set often limits 
analysis to the content that was collected by the original researcher (Neuman, 2011).  The 
method for collecting the racial background information for the 2012 MAUS SOS 
instrument followed current federal guidelines related to how to collect data on race and 
ethnicity (US Department of Education, 2008).  The question, as required by the 
guidelines, allowed respondents to check multiple races, skip the question, or choose the 
option, prefer not to respond.  Furthermore, the field definition responses that were coded 
in the SPSS data file treated an unchecked response as missing data.   These data 
collection methodologies created multiple complications for analyzing the data on race 
 123 
comparatively.  It was determined that the accuracy of an analysis looking at the 
satisfaction responses based on different races would be questionable.  Therefore, no 
analysis occurred related to race.  However, there was one individual question related to 
Hispanic origin:  Indicate if you are of Hispanic or Latino background.  This question 
provided an opportunity to compare students who responded yes or no to the question of 
Hispanic/Latino background.   
The results of the regression analysis provided information on the impact of the 
control variables: (a) off-campus living, (b) full-time employment, (c) off-campus 
employment, and (d) household or family duties.  Therefore, no additional analysis was 
necessary.  Since the data was obtained from two different types of institutions within 
MAUS, it seemed logical to compare the results from the two different institutional 
sectors: comprehensive and doctoral/research.  Moreover, differences based on gender 
were also readily available from the background information data.    To that end, three 
subgroups were identified to compare: (a) gender – male or female, (b) Hispanic or non-
Hispanic, and (c) institution type – comprehensive college or doctoral/research 
university.  To determine if there were statistical differences in students’ satisfaction with 
the college union based on the demographic data – gender, Hispanic origin and 
institutional type – an analysis of means of the student responses was necessary.  The first 
step was to test for normality and homogeneity of variance between the different 
comparison groups.  These results would determine the next level of test.  Since the data 
was collected as independent observations, it was interval in nature, and it was 
considered a random sample.  If the data assumed normal distribution of data and 
homogeneity of variance, an independent samples t-test was appropriate (Huck, 2012; 
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Vogt & Johnson, 2011).  If the data was not normally distributed and there was not 
homogeneity of variance, than the Mann-Whitney test would be used to determine if 
there was statistical significance between two groups (Vogt & Johnson, 2011). The initial 
step was to determine if the results of the satisfaction with the college union question 
were normally distributed.  As is common with satisfaction data, the results were 
positively skewed for the responses to the question of satisfaction with the college union 
(skewness = .859; kurtosis = 1.174).  The next step was to test for normal distribution for 
each demographic category.   The Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) test of normality was 
initially applied to the data based on gender.  The test results confirmed non-normality 
(KS for male = .303 4401, p < .001 and KS for female = .312 7761, p < .001).  Next the 
KS test was applied to the data based on Hispanic origin.  The test results also confirmed 
non-normality (KS for Hispanic = .303, 1047, p < .001 and KS for non-Hispanic = .310, 
10,403, p < .001).  Lastly,   the KS test was applied to the data based on institutional 
sector.  The test results also confirmed non-normality (KS for sector one/research 
universities = .305, 7,450, p < .001 and KS for sector two/comprehensive colleges = .315, 
5284, p < .001).  The KS tests confirmed non-normality which led to using the Mann-
Whitney test to compare the means.  The results of the Mann-Whitney tests are found in 
Table 4.8.  No additional analysis of differences in satisfaction based on Hispanic origin 
and institutional sector was needed because there was no difference in satisfaction with 
the college union based on these two demographic variables.  The means comparing male 
and female students needed further analysis.    
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Table 4.8   
Comparison of Means in Satisfaction with the College Union 
  M SD Z P 
Gender     -6.564 0.000* 
 Male 3.16 .880     
 Female 3.05 .789     
Hispanic/Non-Hispanic     -1.530 0.126 
 Hispanic 3.06 .879     
 Non-Hispanic 3.08 .810     
Institutional Sector     -1.677 0.094 
 Comprehensive 3.08 .820     
 Doctoral/Research 3.11 .832     
Note. *p < .001, two-tailed. 
 
The results of the Mann Whitney tests showed that there was a statistically 
significant difference between the means for men and women in reference to their  
satisfaction with the college union (p < .001, two-tailed).  Regression analysis comparing 
the satisfaction with the college union and satisfaction with the sense of community 
variables was necessary to determine if there were differences in satisfaction based on 
gender.  The variable that measured the sense of belonging was chosen for the initial 
analysis.  The results of the regression analysis are provided in Table 4.9.   
The results of the regression analysis of gender in combination with satisfaction 
with the college union showed there was no difference in the relationship between 
satisfaction with a sense of belonging and satisfaction with the college union based on 
gender (p = .961).  This finding was significant enough to determine that there was no 
difference between satisfaction with the college union and a sense of community based 
on gender.  
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Table 4.9 
Regression Analysis Summary for Differences in Satisfaction Based on Gender  
 
Variable 
 
B 
 
SE B 
 
β 
 
t 
 
p 
Model 
ΔR² 
Model 
p 
Controls      .135 .000 
   Campus Center/   
   Student Union 
.470 .011 .366 43.144 .000   
   Gender -.036 .019 -.016 -1.912 .056   
Predictor       .000 .961 
   Campus Center/   
   Student Union 
 
-.025 .032 -.014 -.802 .423   
   Gender -.225 .105 -.033 -2.148 .032   
   Union x Gender .003 .012 .005 .276 .783   
Note. *p ˂ .05. 
The results of the analysis of differences in satisfaction with the college union and 
satisfaction with a sense of community on campus based on demographic data showed 
that there were no differences in satisfaction with the college union based on gender, 
Hispanic origin, or institutional sector (comprehensive or doctoral/research) for those 
students who participated in the 2012 MAUS SOS.   
Summary of Results 
The 2012 MAUS SOS instrument provided an opportunity to quantitatively 
analyze a large data set to determine if there was a relationship between students’ 
satisfaction with a sense of community and their satisfaction with the college union 
among the students who participated in the 2012 MAUS SOS.  The results of the study 
provide a clear affirmative answer to the primary research question:  Is there a 
relationship between a sense of community on campus and the college union?  Although 
further research will be suggested in Chapter 5, the quantitative analysis of the large data 
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set used in the study, the 15,144 valid survey cases, strongly suggested that there was a 
relationship between the college union and a sense of community on campus. 
Statistical analysis of the variables found in the sense of community construct and 
the physical space construct provided the findings to answer three of the research 
questions in the affirmative.  Figure 4.3 provides a summary of the results. 
 
Figure 4.4. Summary of the Results. The grid serves as a summary of the results derived 
from the different statistical tests. 
Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with a sense of 
belonging, college social activities, and their social support network on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey? The student 
 STATISTICAL TEST  
RESEARCH 
QUESTIONS 
Correlation 
Analysis 
Hierarchical 
Multiple 
Regression 
Analysis 
Mann Whitney 
Test SIMPLE SUMMARY 
OF THE RESULTS 
1. Is there a relationship between students’ 
satisfaction with a sense of belonging, 
college social activities, and their social 
support network on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 
Student Opinion Survey?  
 
XXX 
 
  YES 
2. Is there a relationship between students’ 
satisfaction with the physical 
environment of the college campuses 
and a sense of community on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 
Student Opinion Survey? 
XXX XXX  YES 
3. Is there a relationship between students’ 
satisfaction with the college union and a 
sense of community on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 
Student Opinion Survey? 
XXX XXX  YES 
4. Are there differences in the relationships 
between students’ satisfaction with the 
college union and their satisfaction with 
a sense of community on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 
Student Opinion Survey based on 
demographic data? 
  XXX NO 
5. Is there a relationship between a sense of 
community on campus and the college 
union? 
XXX XXX  YES 
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responses to the three questions that were included in the sense of community construct: 
satisfaction with a sense of belonging, college social activities, and social support 
network were used to answer the question.  Correlation analysis showed there was a 
strong relationship among the variables.  
Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the physical 
environment of the college campuses and a sense of community on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey? The student 
responses to the three questions that were included in the sense of community construct – 
satisfaction with a sense of belonging, college social activities, and social support 
network; and the eleven questions that were included in the physical space construct – 
classroom facilities, course-related laboratories, library facilities, study areas, fine and 
performing arts studios, athletic and recreation facilities, campus center/student union, 
general condition of residence halls, general condition of building and grounds, personal 
safety and security, and parking services were used to initially answer the question.  The 
findings of the correlation analysis of the student responses to these 14 satisfaction 
questions showed there was a strong relationship between college students’ satisfaction 
with the three variables of the sense of community construct and the 11 variables of the 
physical space construct for students that participated in the 2012 MAUS SOS.  The 
results of three multiple hierarchical regression equations also supported the affirmative 
answer to this question.  For those students participating in the 2012 MAUS SOS, 29.6% 
of the satisfaction with the physical space variables accounts for students’ satisfaction 
with a sense of belonging; 34.4% of satisfaction with the physical space variables 
accounts for students’ satisfaction with college social activities; and 27.7% of the 
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satisfaction with the physical space variables accounts for students’ satisfaction with their 
social support network.     
Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the college union 
and a sense of community on the MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 
Student Opinion Survey?  The results of the three multiple hierarchical regression 
equations were also used to answer the third research question. Student satisfaction with 
the college center/student union contributed more to student satisfaction with college 
social activities and their social support network than any of the other physical space 
variables identified in the study.  Student satisfaction with the college center/student 
union contributed to satisfaction with a sense of belonging second only to satisfaction 
with safety and security in relation to the other physical space variables identified in the 
study.  Since safety and security was not a physical space, the college union, as a physical 
space had the strongest relationship of any of the other physical spaces to a sense of 
belonging. 
The quantitative data used to answer the three research questions strongly 
suggested that a relationship exists between the college union and a students’ sense of 
community on the college campus.  Furthermore the analyses suggested that student 
satisfaction with physical space contributed to student satisfaction with a sense of 
community on the college campus. 
Are there differences in the relationships between students’ satisfaction with 
the college union and their satisfaction with a sense of community on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey based on 
demographic data? The final research question was answered using analysis of means 
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techniques. The results found that there are no statistical difference between student 
satisfaction with the college union and student satisfaction with a sense of community 
based on gender, Hispanic origin, and two institutional sectors used in the study– 
comprehensive or doctoral/research.   
This study provides college union directors with quantitative results that support 
their assertions that the physical space of the college union positively impacts a sense of 
community campus.  Furthermore, the results of this study provide college and university 
leaders data to support their efforts to use physical spaces to positively impact a sense of 
community on campus.  The implications of the results and the recommendations for 
higher education will be discussed in Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this quantitative study was to identify whether a relationship exists 
between college students’ satisfaction with their campus college union and their 
satisfaction with the sense of community on campus.  The results confirm that a 
relationship exists. For over 100 years college union directors and the Association of 
College Unions International (ACUI) have indicated that the college union has a role to 
play in creating a sense of community on campus.  The relationship between the college 
union and a sense of community on campus has been written about by college union 
professionals in monographs, books, and articles in The Bulletin, the bimonthly 
publication that covers issues relevant to the college union.  A current example is the new 
special issue in the New Directions for Student Services Journal series entitled The State 
of the College Union (Yakaboski & DeSawal, 2014).  The issue contains no empirical 
studies.  It includes nine well-written monographs with one chapter dedicated to a call for 
research (DeSawal & Yakaboski, 2014).  In a thorough review of the literature, a 
quantitative study of the relationship between the physical space of the college union and 
a sense of community on campus has not occurred until this study.  The lack of 
quantitative analysis of the relationship between the college union and a sense of 
community makes the findings of this study even more powerful.   
This study utilized a secondary data set obtained from one of the largest state 
systems of higher education in the United States to answer several research questions to 
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determine if there is a relationship between the college union and students’ sense of 
community on campus. The secondary data set is the results from the 2012 Student 
Opinion Survey (SOS), a comprehensive student satisfaction survey, originally developed 
by ACT (formerly known as American College Testing).  The SOS is administered every 
three years by one of the largest state systems of higher education in the United States 
located in the Middle Atlantic States region (MAUS).  The survey has been reviewed and 
revised prior to each administration to address evolving issues while addressing the need 
to retain longitudinal comparisons (Blose & Billie, 2012).  The results of the 2012 MAUS 
SOS provided an opportunity to quantitatively study the relationship between the college 
union and a sense of community on the college campus.  The questions in the MAUS 
SOS  instrument asked students to rate their satisfaction with multiple areas of the their 
college experience, including items related to a sense of community on campus, physical 
spaces that are traditionally found on the college campus, and specifically their 
satisfaction with the college union.  Research questions were developed that allowed for 
the analysis of the results of the 2012 MAUS SOS in an attempt to answer the primary 
research question:  Is there a relationship between a sense of community on campus and 
the college union? 
Research questions.  The research questions are specific to analyzing the 
secondary data set of the 2012 MAUS Student Opinion Survey. They are presented in 
each of the previous chapters and are presented here to introduce the discussion of the 
implications and recommendations based on the findings that support an affirmative 
answer to the primary research question: Is there a relationship between a sense of 
community on campus and the college union?   
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1. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with a sense of 
belonging, college social activities, and their social support network on the 
MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey?  
2. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the physical 
environment of the college campuses and a sense of community on the MAUS 
campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey? 
3. Is there a relationship between students’ satisfaction with the college union 
and a sense of community on the MAUS campuses that participated in the 
2012 Student Opinion Survey? 
4. Are there differences in the relationships between students’ satisfaction with 
the college union and their satisfaction with a sense of community on the 
MAUS campuses that participated in the 2012 Student Opinion Survey based 
on demographic data? 
5. Is there a relationship between a sense of community on campus and the 
college union? 
 This chapter includes an analysis of the study results that suggest that a 
relationship exists between a sense of community on campus and the college union.  The 
analysis will be presented in the context of the implications; the limitations of the study; 
recommendations for research, education, practice, and leadership in higher education; 
and concluding comments.   
Implications of Findings 
The results of this study clearly suggest, in a quantitative manner, that there is a 
relationship between the college union and students’ sense of community.  Furthermore, 
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the results suggest that satisfaction with the college union is a predictor of satisfaction 
with students’ sense of community.  College union professionals have suggested this for 
over 100 years and the call for more research has occurred.  In an extensive review of the 
literature and a review of college unions in dissertations over the past 30 years, there is 
no empirical evidence that the relationship exists (DeSawal & Yakaboski, 2013).   This is 
the first quantitative study to be completed and to confirm that a relationship exists 
between the college union and a sense of community on campus. The implications of 
these findings are significant.   
As has been expressed throughout this study, the relationship between the 
physical environment and a sense of community is a rarely studied relationship in the 
higher education literature (Cox, 2011; Strange & Banning, 2001; Temple, 2008; 
Waxman, 2006).  A few researchers have explored the topic and their findings confirm 
that a relationship exists.  The most significant findings have been related to the concept 
of third place.  Third place is described by its creators as the place where community is 
built (Oldenburg & Brissett, 1982).  Over 100 years ago, the first college unions were 
described as the place where community is built (Butts, et al, 2012; Stedman, 1887).  
This study confirms the college union is a third place, a place where community is built.  
The size of the data set and the rigor of the statistical analysis are powerful.  The 
Association of College Unions International (ACUI), the professional association for 
college union directors, is celebrating its 100th anniversary this year.  These findings 
confirm what they celebrate.  The role of the college union is to build community on 
campus.  Furthermore, this study and its findings imply that the physical space of the 
college union needs to be included in the discussions of college student success.  As 
 135 
outlined in Chapter 2, a sense of community has been found to contribute to improved 
retention and graduation rates.   
The literature suggests that a sense of community on campus is a positive 
influence on college student retention and persistence to graduation (Bean, 2005; Berger, 
1997; Boyer, 1990; Brown & Burdsal, 2012; Brownell & Swaner, 2010; Elkins, 
Forrester, & Noel-Elkins, 2011; Gardner, 1996; Harris, 2006; Henry, 2012; Jacobs & 
Archie, 2008; Kinzie & Schuh, 2008; Kuh, 2009; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuch, & Whitt, 2005; 
Morrow & Ackermann, 2012; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Rullman, Van den Kieboom, 
& Van Jura, 2012; Schussler & Fierros, 2008; Seidman, 2005; Strange & Banning, 2001; 
Tinto, 1993; Tinto, 2007; & Tinto & Prusser, 2006).  As was discussed in Chapter 1, the 
theoretical foundation for the assumption that physical space is a factor in building a 
sense of community resides in the four components of the human environment described 
in the campus ecology paradigm.  The four components of the human environment are (a) 
human characteristics, (b) organizational structure, (c) collective constructs or 
perceptions, and (d) physical environment.  The empirical literature related to a sense of 
community and human characteristics, organizational structure, and collective constructs 
or perceptions and their impact on college student retention and persistence is more 
prevalent and several examples were provided in Chapter 2.  Higher education 
professionals create programs, services, and interventions in the context of human 
characteristics, organizational structures, and collective constructs or perceptions.  The 
research literature produced by the Association of American Colleges and Universities 
(AACU) in collaboration with the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) 
clearly suggests that student engagement in academic and co-curricular experiences leads 
 136 
to improved retention and graduation rates.  Student engagement is defined as the time 
and effort that students apply to purposeful tasks that deepen students’ investment in the 
activity and their personal commitment to their individual academic program and 
institution (Kuh, 2008).  Documenting effective educational practice (DEEP) has been a 
result of this research collaboration.  Institutions have been identified as DEEP when 
their graduation and retention rates exceed what is predicted by analyzing the 
characteristics of the students when they are entering the institution.  DEEP institutions 
have been found to possess a sense of community on campus (Brown & Burdsal, 2012; 
Brownell & Swaner, 2010; Kinzie & Schuh, 2008; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2005; 
Rhodes & Finley, 2013).   
In addition to the current work of AACU, NSSE, and DEEP, the literature on 
college student success suggests that a sense of community positively impacts student 
retention and graduation rates. Studies have explored and identified different factors that 
positively influence students’ sense of community.  These have included, but are not 
limited to, living in residence halls and living-learning communities (Berger, 1997; 
Pretty, 1990; Schussler & Fierros, 2008); participating in student organizations, such as 
Greek Life, academic clubs, athletic teams, or club sports (Cheng, 2004; Elkins, 
Forrester, & Noel-Elkins, 2011); and participating in academic learning communities 
(Harris, 2006).  And even a few studies have identified relationships between a sense of 
community and the physical spaces of the residence halls (Clemons, McKelfresh, & 
Banning, 2005) and campus coffee shops (Banning, Clemons, McKelfresh, & Gibbs, 
2010).  As has been stated frequently, there is a gap in the research literature related to 
the role of the physical environment and specifically, the role of the college union in 
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building a sense of community on the college campus.   This is the first study that 
explores and then subsequently identifies a statistically significant relationship between 
the college union and students’ sense of community.   
Physical space, and specifically the college union, matters.  Investment in the 
facilities and programs of the college union positively impacts the student experience.  It 
makes the space of the college union, a place…a location with meaning (Harrington, 
2013; Sime, 1996); a connection to the institution that positively impacts the student 
experience.  A sense of community has been found to positively impact student retention 
and persistence.  That sense of community on campus can be enhanced through the 
facilities and the programs of the college union.  The return on the investment in the 
college union is felt with the current students’ satisfaction, retention, and persistence to 
graduation. The return on the investment can also be experienced by the students of the 
future.  The college union helps build an affinity to the campus that can result in future 
giving by alumni to the facilities and programs of the institution.  The college union 
creates an opportunity to bring meaning to the space of the college campus…the college 
union, by design, builds the bond between the students and the institution.  Recent 
emphasis has been placed on using college libraries and classroom buildings to build a 
sense of community on campus; however, the college union is the only facility dedicated 
to these efforts. 
This study specifically found that satisfaction with the college union contributes 
to satisfaction with a sense of community in a sample from the one of the largest state 
systems of higher education in the United States.  Additional research is needed, but these 
findings obtained with statistical rigor on a large data set, strongly suggest that the 
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college union must be taken into consideration in the student success discussion and 
specifically those discussions related to developing and enhancing students’ sense of 
community on the college campus. 
Limitations 
The study limitations were few.  Although the data set is large, the study is 
limited to public institutions in one state.  As was addressed in Chapter 3, the use of a 
secondary data may have limitations related to reliability and validity, definition of terms, 
and data collection methodologies.  The MAUS SOS instrument has proven reliability 
and validity demonstrated in the following ways:  (a) extensive question analysis during 
its development and throughout its lifetime of administration (ACT, 1996, 2007), (b) its 
random response check included in the survey, and (c) the control procedures outlined in 
its administration (Blose & Billie, 2012). The definitions used by the original research are 
commonly held definitions within the college and university environment.  There was no 
limitation related to definitions.  Studies that utilize a secondary data set are bound by the 
methodologies of the original research effort. This includes the methodology for data 
collection as well as the methodology used to develop the actual questions, the format of 
the questions, and the coding of the responses.  In reference to methodology, the only 
limitation was how the data was collected.       
This study could not control or influence how the data was originally collected in 
2012.  The original sample size was 92,995 students at 16 MAUS institutions.  The 
number of surveys processed was 15,873, a 17.1% response rate. At 12 of the 16 
institutions, the data collection was in an on-line format.  Response rates varied from 
9.1% to 29.9% depending on the sample size and methodology for collections, which in 
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some cases was the entire student body.  Four institutions collected the data in class 
which increased the response rate to over 50% for each of these institutions.  Figure 5.1 
provides a summary of the variances between sample sizes and response rates among the 
different institutions.    
 
Figure 5.1. SOS Sample Size and Response Rates for Individual MAUS Institutions 
Divided by sector, the table provides mode of survey administration, sample size, 
response rate, and the number of valid survey cases from each individual institution.  The 
data was obtained from the 2012 Student Opinion Survey Comparison Report provided 
by ACT (2012, p. F-2.)  
This study was limited to the data set as it was presented and where it was  
administered.  There was no opportunity to determine the mode of survey administration, 
the sample size, or to employ techniques to improve the response rate.  Moreover, the 
Sector I
Mode of Survey 
Administration
Number of 
Students 
Sampled
Number of 
Surveys 
Processed
Approx 
Response 
Rate
Number of 
Valid Survey 
Cases
Institution AA online 4,000         853            21.3% 818            
Institution BB online 11,819       1,626         13.8% 1,552         
Institution CC online 14,765       2,098         14.2% 1,964         
Institution DD online 19,000       1,889         9.9% 1,784         
Sector II
Institution EE online 2,241         669            29.9% 645            
Institution FF online 6,420         1,351         21.0% 1,293         
Institution GG during class 1,200         704            58.7% 701            
Institution HH during class 1,377         713            51.8% 711            
Institution II online 5,472         960            17.5% 917            
Institution JJ online 5,806         773            13.3% 733            
Institution KK during class 1,104         559            50.6% 526            
Institution LL online 3,001         715            23.8% 668            
Institution MM during class 927            734            79.2% 693            
Institution NN online 3,249         517            15.9% 501            
Institution OO online 8,894         806            9.1% 759            
Institution PP online 3,720         906            24.4% 879            
TOTALS 92,995       15,873       17.1% 15,144       
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researcher could not follow up with non-responders to determine if they shared any 
common characteristics.    
The final limitation related directly to one of the research questions: Are there 
differences in the relationships between students’ satisfaction with the college union and 
their satisfaction with a sense of community on the MAUS campuses that participated in 
the 2012 Student Opinion Survey based on demographic data?  The analysis was limited 
by the format of the survey item and the coding of the responses related to racial 
background of the students who completed the MAUS SOS.  The format of the survey 
item follows the federal guidelines for collection of race and ethnicity data (US 
Department of Education, 2008).  The format and its responses, shown in Figure 5.2, 
narrowed the analysis because the responses to racial identification were not mutually 
exclusive. 
 
Background Information    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Field Name Item Responses 
 
V_4_1 
4. Indicate your race. Mark all that apply. 
American Indian/Alaska Native 
 
1 = 
 
Checked 
V_4_2 Asian 1 = Checked 
V_4_3 Black/African American 1 = Checked 
V_4_4 Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 1 = Checked 
V_4_5 White 1 = Checked 
V_4_6 Prefer not to respond 1 = Checked 
 
Figure 5.2. 2012 MAUS SOS Background Information Question Related to Race and the 
Corresponding Field Definitions.  
 
Indicate your race.  Mark all that apply.  (Leave blank if none of these apply to you.)  
o American Indian/Alaska Native 
o Asian 
o Black/African American 
o Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 
o White 
o Prefer not to respond 
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The instrument allowed for some analysis based on demographic data.  The 
findings revealed there was no statistical difference between student satisfaction with the 
college union based on gender; institutional sectors that were included in the study – 
comprehensive and doctoral institutions; and those students who were of Hispanic origin 
compared to those who were not.  These findings provided the evidence to conclude that 
there is no difference in the relationship based on gender, institutional sector, or Hispanic 
origin between students’ satisfaction with the college union and their satisfaction with a 
sense of community on campus.   
The literature suggests that there may be a relationship between racially 
underrepresented populations on college campuses and physical space (Banning, 
Middleton, & Deniston, 2008; Harper & Hurtado, 2007; and Kinzie & Mulholland, 
2008).  However, the suggestion has not been explored in the literature.  The MAUS SOS 
program seemed to provide an opportunity to contribute to this discussion.  MAUS SOS 
is a large data set which has proven reliability and validity, and has nearly 30 years of 
history.  However, this study was unable to quantitatively explore those relationships.   
 The MAUS SOS is a valid and reliable instrument that has been used within one 
of the largest state systems of higher education in the United States.   Although there are 
some limitations to this study, the size of the data set (15,144 valid survey cases, out of 
15,873 surveys processed) and the rigor of the statistical analysis provides confidence in 
the results of the data analysis.    
Recommendations 
The recommendations are presented in the context of higher education in the 
United States.  The discussion is divided into four categories: (a) research, (b) academia, 
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(c) practice, and (d) executive leadership.  The Association of College Unions 
International and the college union profession will benefit from consideration of each of 
these recommendations as it begins its second century of building community on campus. 
Research.  There are multiple opportunities for further research to explore the 
relationship between the college union and a sense of community on campus.  The 
MAUS SOS program has existed for nearly 30 years.  The instrument has been 
administered 10 times and the MAUS system plans to continue its administration.  The 
statistical analysis can be repeated with past data sets, as well as future data sets, to 
validate this study and confirm its findings.  Outside the MAUS state system, the study 
could also be replicated using a survey instrument with similar questions related to 
satisfaction with a sense of community and satisfaction with the college union.  
Researchers can compare findings to explore differences by size of institution, type of 
institution, or institutions with newer college unions versus older college unions.  
Moreover, the question of students’ satisfaction with their campus college union and 
students’ satisfaction with a sense of community based on racial identity has yet to be 
answered.  As noted previously, the data set limited exploration of differences based on 
racial identity.  Higher education researchers believe that there may be a relationship for 
racially underrepresented populations between their sense of community on the college 
campus and the physical space.  There is an opportunity to explore this relationship with 
a survey instrument that contains similar questions to what were found in the MAUS SOS 
instrument with more attention paid to the format of the collection of racial and ethnic 
background.  
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Exploring the relationship between the college union and students’ sense of 
community should also be explored in a qualitative manner.  A recent unpublished 
dissertation is an example of a qualitative study on the topic.  Community on campus:  
The role of physical space presents findings that confirm that the natural and built 
environments, specifically those found in and around the college union influenced how 
students discovered, built, and sustained community (Harrington, 2013).  The study was 
ethnographic in nature and used photo-elicitation and semi-structured interviews to 
explore the role of physical space on student involvement and students’ sense of 
community.  Additional qualitative studies on the relationship between the college union 
and a sense of community on campus provide the opportunity to communicate through 
dialogue, narratives, and images elicited by college students as they describe how the 
physical space, and specifically the college union, has impacted their sense of community 
on campus.  The college union and a sense of community on campus is not a well-
researched topic ((DeSawal & Yakaboski, 2014), although the college union profession 
suggests that the college union has a role to play in building a sense of community on the 
college campus.  This study and Harrington’s study provide significant contributions to 
the literature and provide the foundation for future research. 
 Academia.  The findings of this study provide multiple disciplines with content 
for discussion and exploration.  The most obvious is the traditional academic preparation 
for a college union professional: master’s degree programs in higher education 
administration (HEA) or college student personnel (CSP).  HEA and CSP academic 
programs include courses on the history of higher education and the theories of college 
student development.  In both courses, the discussion of a sense of community is typical.  
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As was explored in the literature review, a sense of community positively influences 
student retention and persistence to graduation.  Physical facilities are rarely mentioned 
as a factor in creating a sense of community on campus (Kuk, Banning, & Amey, 2010; 
Strange & Banning, 2001).  However, there are some exceptions that were included in the 
literature review in Chapter 2.  The lack of research literature is perpetuated because of 
the lack of knowledge related to the relationship between the physical space and a sense 
of community on campus.  Dissertation committee chairs are not inclined to encourage 
research studies that have limited foundational literature to support their exploration.  
There seem to be few researchers who want to understand the relationship between 
physical space and a sense of community.  They have been noted throughout this 
document as their work has been cited on multiple occasions: Banning, Eckert, Harris, 
Temple, and Waxman.  The fact of the matter is that the study of the relationship between  
physical space and a sense of community on campus is inherently multi-disciplinary in 
nature; and multi-disciplinary work is not necessarily championed in the academy.  The 
concept of third place, a sociological concept, that suggests that third places are where 
community is built, has been able to cross the lines of multiple academic disciplines 
(Oldenburg, 1999).   Third place will be discussed in practical terms in a later section; 
however, with this discussion related to academia, the concept of third place needs 
emphasis.   
The concept of third place was presented by sociologists Ramon Oldenburg and 
Dennis Brissett in an article in Qualitative Sociology in 1982.  These researchers 
hypothesize that participation in third places provide people “…with a large measure of 
their sense of wholeness and distinctiveness” (265).  The study of third place has created 
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peer-reviewed literature in multiple academic fields of study.  The study of third 
place…the study of a sense of community on campus provides opportunity for inter-
disciplinary research and application.  In the review of the literature several studies, 
exploring the concept of third place – the place where community is built – were found in 
the fields of recreation and leisure, marketing, and interior design.  Academia is not 
known for collaboration across disciplines; however, the findings from several studies 
provide opportunities to explore the interactions of people in their environment using the 
sociological concept of third place to influence the literature and the teaching related to 
building a sense of community in higher education.  For example a quantitative study 
from the field of marketing related to Starbucks in Taiwan can inform discussion related 
to recreation and leisure, interior design, architectural planning, and higher education.  
The purpose of the study was to gain insight into the effectiveness of a multinational 
company’s integration into a culture where tea is preferred to coffee (Lin, 2012).  The 
findings provide insight into the impact of physical space on consumers and have been 
confirmed in the field of interior design. 
 A mixed method study from the field of interior design explored the physical and 
social characteristics that encouraged people to gather in third places and develop an 
attachment to those places (Waxman, 2006). Results and findings of this mixed method 
study also inform the disciplines of recreation and leisure, marketing, architecture, and 
higher education.  The findings include rich descriptions of the three coffee shops to 
describe third place.  A few sentences are provided to illustrate the richness of the 
descriptions. 
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…locally owned coffee shop near a major university and frequented primarily by 
students…The coffee shop also has one old upholstered chair that is very popular 
with patrons and is moved about as needed…Natural light comes in through three 
windows…frequented by local residents who walk to the coffee shop…The space 
is home to a museum that serves the American Legion Hall with photos of war 
planes and veterans…colors are predominantly warm with wood floors, brown 
carpet, and brown wooden and plastic chairs…national chain coffee shop with a 
bookstore attached…a leather sofa, two large leather chairs, and a large round 
table…Local art is hung on several walls…natural light pours in… (pp. 40-42)   
The results and findings led to a model to describe the social and physical factors 
that lead to place attachment for coffee shops.  The social factors that emerged from the 
study include the opportunity to linger, feelings of ownership, ability to territorialize, 
trust and respect, anonymity, productivity, opportunity to socialize, and support.  The 
physical factors that emerged were cleanliness, pleasant aroma, adequate lighting, 
comfortable furniture, access to a view, pleasant acoustics and music conducive to 
conversation or reading, access to natural light, and appealing décor. This study led to a 
study of coffee shops in libraries on college campuses which was described in detail in 
Chapter 2.   
The coffee shop studies are just two examples of the inter-disciplinary nature of 
the relationships between the study of physical space and a sense of community on 
campus.  Faculty and their students can benefit from reviewing and analyzing the 
literature from multiple disciplines to describe the relationship between the physical 
space and building a sense of community on the college campus and beyond.  The 
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findings of this study, when published, provide department chairs and dissertation 
committee chairs for HEP and CSP programs, the much needed peer-reviewed literature, 
and a multi-disciplinary approach to exploring the relationships between the physical 
spaces, and most specifically the college union, and how they influence a sense of 
community on the college campus. 
 Practice.  The findings of this study are most significant to the college union 
profession.  The branding language used by ACUI states that college union professionals 
are the community builders of campus (2014).  Until this study, there has been no 
quantitative evidence to support that a relationship exists.  Although the quantitative 
confirmation that a relationship exists may not be surprising to those that work as college 
union professionals, the findings of this study provide much needed research empirical 
evidence confirming the assertion that the college union positively impacts a sense of 
community on campus.  The findings derived from a large data set, consisting of over 
15,000 valid survey cases from 16 public institutions, suggest that satisfaction with the 
physical space of college union, out of the several other physical spaces on campuses, has 
the most influence.  The findings of this study can impact practice.  Three 
recommendations are provided for discussion: (a) creation of places that students 
consider third place, (b) attention to and funding for the creation of college social 
activities and traditions in the college union, and (c) attention to and funding for 
opportunities for students to build their social support network as part of the student 
union program.    
Third place.  As has been articulated in the literature, the third place is where 
community is built.  College union professionals can use the findings from the studies of 
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third place to inform the creation of third places in college unions.  For example, the 
“family rec room” (Mair, 2012, p. 461) was a phrase used by participants in a study to 
describe their sense of community in relationship to the physical layout of curling clubs 
in rural Canada.  College union professionals must create “family rec rooms.”  How 
students describe the family rec room may be different at different types of institutions or 
in different places of the country; however, it is a place to begin the dialogue with 
students.  In marketing and retail studies of third place, physical space attributes were 
found to be statistically significant.  In a study of Starbucks stores in Taiwan, a culture 
where tea is preferred to coffee, Lin found that cozy surroundings, prestigious reputation, 
wide spaces, and even music were found to influence customers connectedness to the 
space (2012).  Similar results were found in a study of coffee shops in the Southeastern 
United States (2006).  As was noted earlier in this chapter, Waxman found that the top 
five characteristics of the ideal coffee shop are cleanliness, aroma, adequate lighting, 
comfortable furniture, and a view to the outside.  Also based on her field notes, the data 
showed that seats near windows, walls, and partial walls were most frequently selected.   
Additional physical factors that emerged were pleasant acoustics and music conducive to 
conversation or reading, access to natural light, and appealing décor.   
 Furthermore, Waxman identified social factors that emerged from the study which 
included the opportunity to linger, feelings of ownership, ability to territorialize, trust and 
respect, anonymity, productivity, opportunity to socialize, and support.  The findings 
from studies on third place are a source for college union professionals to use to 
positively impact students’ sense of community on their campus.  Specific suggestions 
include: attention and investment in spaces that take advantage of natural light; the use of 
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warm colors and comfortable seating; and creating spaces with a variety of furnishings so 
that can be used for socializing and studying alone or with a group.  The coffee-shop 
style atmosphere meets students’ need for a place to see and a place to be seen, as well as 
providing a retail food service option for the faculty, staff, students, and guests. 
 Enhancement of college social activities in the college union.   Three 
hierarchical multiple regression analysis equations were developed with each of the three 
dependent variables that comprised the sense of community construct – satisfaction with 
sense of belonging, satisfaction with college social activities, and satisfaction with 
students’ social support network.  In reviewing the results of the three regression models, 
the strongest predictive value was the relationship between satisfaction with the college 
union and its influence on student’s satisfaction with college social activities (B = .174, p 
< .05).  The strength of this relationship suggests that to increase students’ satisfaction 
with college social activities, there needs to be an increase in the satisfaction with the 
college union and its programs.   In practical terms this translates to investment in student 
programs that are social in nature and the facilities that support these types of programs – 
comedians, musical performances, dances, fine arts performances, lectures, novelty 
games, inflatables, speed networking, karaoke, video and computer gaming competitions, 
to name a few.  The facilities that support these programs include, but are not limited to, 
performance stages, art galleries, ballrooms, bowling lanes, and theaters.  Environments 
that are inviting and safe create the critical foundation for creating an environment for 
student engagement (Lane & Perozzi, 2014).  The student engagement literature from 
AACU and NSSE has identified academic practices that improve retention and 
persistence to graduation.  These academic practices create opportunities for students to 
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expand their intellectual and practical knowledge in a environment that allows for 
integrative learning and builds their capacity to be personally and civically responsible 
(Brownell & Swaner, 2010; Rhodes & Finley, 2013).  These academic practices often 
connect the curricular and the co-curricular. The college union serves as an ideal location 
for academic engagement opportunities to be hosted, as well as an ideal location for 
academic engagement opportunities to be promoted.  For example, many college unions 
have performing arts theaters and art galleries to host activities that augment students’ 
academic experience (Butts et al, 2012; Knell & Latta, 2006). And although the facilities 
in the college union may not be the primary campus facilities for the academic programs 
of theater, dance, music, or visual arts.  Facilities in the college union can augment the 
academic program and increase opportunities for performance or the display of student 
work.  One example of that can be found at Arizona State University.  Arizona State has 
a graduate degree in Theater.  Undergraduate students compete against graduate students 
for roles in University productions and often are not cast.  The Memorial Union created 
another performance outlet for aspiring actors by building and maintaining a small theater 
stage where weekly sketch comedy and improvisational theater has been produced for 
nearly 30 years (ASU Comedy, 2014).   
The college union is also the ideal location to house offices for and promote 
student academic engagement opportunities such as study abroad, internships, and service 
learning. The college union provides the environment for interaction between students 
and faculty outside the classroom.  The high levels of student traffic in the college union 
make the possibility of students connecting with the programs more probable when they 
are located in high traffic areas that are frequented by students (Butts, et al, 2012; Knell 
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& Latta, 2006).  Often referred to as a breezeway, or the “main street” of the union, a 
wide corridor with heavy student traffic can be an ideal design for promotional areas or 
hallways to offices that provide opportunities for students to connect with academic 
engagement opportunities.   
 Providing avenues to build the students’ social support network.  The physical 
space of the college union also plays a role in the providing a venue for students to build 
their social support network.  Student organizations are a means for students to build their 
social support network and improve their sense of belonging on campus (Dugan, 2013; 
Strayhorn, 2012).  Spaces dedicated for student organization offices, meetings, and to 
host their social and co-curricular activities are imperative. Students choose to interact 
with students who have similar academic, social, cultural, or recreational interests when 
they join student organizations.  Many college unions provide physical spaces that 
support student organizations (Butts, et al., 2012; Knell & Latta, 2006).  These include 
but are not limited to student organization resource centers that may have office space; 
printing and poster making supplies; meetings rooms; and lockers, cubicles, or private 
offices for the student organizations to use for storage and office space.  Offices for 
student government, student newspapers, student radio stations, and student programming 
boards are also common place.  The college union should be active at all hours of the 
day.  A common phrase used in the college union profession is a place to see and be 
seen.  Students can use the space to hang out between classes, meet friends, attend events, 
go to a club meeting, grab a bite to eat, or meet for a study session. 
The inclusion of food service venues provides space where students can meet for 
lunch with friends or with faculty in between classes.  Lounges provide for group study 
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spaces or a place to connect with friends or faculty.  Student employment opportunities 
are also a critical component of college unions and a means to build students’ social 
support network.  Many employment positions are part of work teams that produce 
student programs, manage the building on evenings and weekends, set up and clean 
meeting rooms, support retail food outlets and catered events, and answer questions at 
information desks. Dedicated spaces for underrepresented populations, adult returning 
students, and women can make those groups of students who may feel marginalized, a 
place for comfort and connectedness (Harper & Hurtado, 2007; Kinzie & Mulholland, 
2008).   
The college union is a space that becomes place.  Place, as opposed to space is 
described as a location where there is a bond between a person and the setting (Sime, 
1986).  The college union has a sense of place.  It is where memories are made for the 
students’ who will become alumni.  College union professionals are intentional about 
facility design. They work with architects and planners to create spaces that are inviting, 
welcoming, and are appropriate for the campus community to gather for celebrations, 
tragedies, and rights of passage.  College unions are a place where messages can be 
communicated overtly and covertly that express the values and history of the institution 
(Banning & Bartels, 1997; Harrington & Rullman, 2014; Perozzi & Lane, 2014).  During 
the planning or remodel of student union facilities, architects and planners work with 
students and staff to design the environment where students and faculty can collide – 
where learning can occur as co-curricular experiences or those focused on students’ 
social development.  The college union is often the place where perspective students are 
introduced to the campus on high school visits or for college tours, and it is the place 
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where many activities are commenced for graduating seniors.  Along that journey, the 
college union serves as the place to meet up for coffee, club meetings, late night 
programs, study groups, comedians, bands, student protests, and memorial events.  The 
college union is a place, a particular type of space, that holds meaning and value by its 
users (Najafi & Shariff, 2011).  The college union is a place of connection, of building 
community - a place that plays an essential and vital role in the college student 
experience.   
 Leadership in higher education.  The final set of recommendations is directed 
toward executive leaders in higher education.  The college completion agenda is in the 
forefront of today’s media.  United States President Barack Obama regularly hosts 
college and university leaders, early childhood educators, principals, and superintendents 
to discuss how to improve the success of today’s children and ultimately today’s college 
student.  In the mid-1970s, researchers began to analyze why students were leaving 
institutions of higher education.  Tinto focused on the connectedness between the student 
and their environment, especially during the first year of college (2007). Astin, Kuh, 
Pascarella and Terenzini followed with extensive quantitative studies that led to the 
literature on involvement.  Student involvement theory suggests that when students were 
involved in activities of the institution, especially during the first year, they were more 
likely to be retained (Astin, 1993).  Student involvement theory is the foundation for 
today’s exploration of student engagement.  Student engagement is a means to improve 
student retention and graduation rates and provide experiences that have been found to 
have a profound impact on learning (Kuh, 2005).  AACU & NSSE researchers do this 
work to address the reality that not much progress has been made to significantly improve 
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retention rates throughout the United States (Seidman, 2005; Tinto & Prusser, 2006).  
Since 1880, with the exception of a time period just after World Ward II, just over 50% 
of students that began their college education at a four-year institution complete their 
degree, and less than six of 10 complete a degree in six years (Ginder & Kelly-Reid, 
2013; Tinto, 1982).  Language in today’s higher education environment includes 
scorecards; accountability; and performance measures related to student retention, 
graduation, and placement in a major-related job or graduate school.  Executive leaders 
need to focus intently on the college completion agenda and use programs, activities, and 
facilities to improve the key performance indicators for their institution.  The college 
union can play a role. 
 Executive leaders have the opportunity to embrace the role of the college union as 
the center of community on campus.  This is not to say that the college union is the only 
place where community is built.  However, it is a call to action to support the efforts of 
college union professionals to host annual celebrations and rights of passage and to be a 
central facility on the college admissions tour.  It is a call to action to ensure the college 
union has a contemporary atmosphere, is designed to be a third place, a place where 
college social activities are held, and a place where students can build their social support 
network. 
 As outlined in Chapter 1, in the context of the campus ecology model, the 
paradigm suggests that the physical environment plays a role in the development of our 
students and creating a sense of community on campus.  The literature shows that a sense 
of community on the college campus plays a role in student engagement and ultimately 
student persistence to graduation.  This study finds that the physical space does influence 
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that sense of community.  More specifically, the findings suggest that the physical facility 
that plays the most significant role is the college union.  The findings of this study should 
be considered by executive leaders in higher education.  The college union on campus 
plays a role in building community.  This was recognized with the first college unions at 
Oxford University in England and then at the University of Pennsylvania in the United 
States (Butts et al, 2012).  The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 
expressed a call to action in 1990 in Campus Life: In Search of Community (Boyer).  In 
today’s environment of higher education, the Association of American Colleges and 
Universities (AACU) has led the discussion related to college student engagement in both 
their academic endeavors, as well as their responsibility to be engaged in the community.   
College union professionals and architects who build college unions have told the story 
of the role of the college union for over 100 years.  The college union has a role to play in 
the discussion of college student success.  Executive leaders in higher education will 
benefit from embracing the role of the college union as they work toward building a 
sense of community on campus.   
Impact on Today’s College Student 
 The ultimate beneficiary of improving a sense of community on campus is today’s 
college students.  Faculty, staff, and administrators have the opportunity to use this 
knowledge to positively impact the college student experience.  Each of these groups can 
use the knowledge in a different way to positively influence a sense of community on 
campus.  As articulated in the literature, a sense of community on campus positively 
impacts students’ retention and persistence to graduation.  The results of this study 
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suggest that the students’ sense of community will be positively impacted if attention and 
financial investment is provided for the college union. 
The recommendations are presented in the context of the different components of 
higher education – research, academia, practical application, and executive leadership.  
Each of these four areas of higher education can utilize the results of this study to inform 
additional research, to provide knowledge to those preparing for careers in higher 
education, and to make practical and strategic decisions on today’s college campuses.  
Research, knowledge, and practical application will benefit the experience of today’s 
college student.  Faculty and doctoral students in higher education administration and 
college student personnel programs can use this study as a springboard for additional 
study of the role of the college union in building a sense of community.  The results of 
this study help to fill a gap in the literature that has been articulated throughout the 
narrative.  Theorists and researchers have suggested that the physical space of the college 
campus has some influence on the student experience; however, the relationship has not 
been explored quantitatively until this study.  The results of this study suggest that there 
is a relationship between the physical spaces of the college campus and the students’ 
sense of community.  Specifically, the strongest relationship between physical spaces and 
a sense of community on campus is the relationship with the college union.  College and 
university leaders can use this new knowledge to inform financial decisions related to 
investment in the facilities and programs of the college union.  Throughout this study, the 
literature confirming a positive relationship between a sense of community and retention 
and persistence has been referenced. This study provides data that suggests that the 
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physical space, and specifically the college union, plays a role in the efforts to build 
community and positively impact student success. 
Conclusion 
This dissertation is a culmination of the exploration of the relationship between 
the college union and a sense of community on the college campus.  For over 100 years, 
the Association of College Unions International has strongly suggested that the college 
union plays a role in building community on campus.  The theoretical foundation of 
campus ecology set the stage for the exploration and the discussion.  Campus ecology, as 
a paradigm, helps describe the relationship between college students and the four human 
environments of the college campus:  human characteristics, organizational structures, 
college constructs and perceptions, and the physical environment.  Multiple studies have 
been conducted to understand how a sense of community on the college campus is 
impacted by human characteristics, organizational structures, and students’ perceptions 
and experiences at their institutions.  Very few studies have explored the relationship 
between a sense of community on campus and the physical environment.  Furthermore, 
there have been no published studies exploring the relationship between a sense of 
community on the college campus and the physical space of the college union (DeSawal 
& Yakaboski, 2013).  This study was an attempt to fill the gap in the literature. 
The literature on the sense of community on the college campus is extensive.  A 
sense of community is described as “a feeling that members have of belonging, a feeling 
that members matter to one another and to the group, and a shared faith that members’ 
needs will be met through the commitment to be together,” (McMillan and Chavis, 1986, 
p. 9).  The research studies are informed by the work of higher education researchers and 
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thought leaders whose names are very familiar to those individuals who work in higher 
education administration or study the literature of higher education and college student 
development:  Vincent Tinto, Ernest Boyer, Ernest Pascarella, Patrick Terenzini, and 
George Kuh are a few examples that are cited in the literature or more importantly, have 
led the studies.  A sense of community on the college campus has been shown to be a 
factor in positively impacting retention of college students and their successful 
persistence to graduation.  A sense of community on the college campus often is simply 
described as the connection to the institution.  This connection to the institution, the sense 
of community is often described as a sense of belonging.  It has been found that when 
students’ lack a sense of belonging or do not have a social support network, college 
students will depart (Tinto, 1982, 2007).   Studies that confirm the importance of a sense 
of community on campus have been situated in residence halls, in academic cohorts, and 
in first year experience programs.  Studies have explored the role of student organizations 
and student engagement in creating a sense of community through college social 
activities and social support networks.  Models for building a sense of community have 
been presented by Boyer and Gardner, both former leaders at The Carnegie Foundation 
for the Advancement of Teaching (1990, 1996) and by McMillan and Chavis, social 
psychologists who developed the Sense of Community Index and whose definition of a 
sense of community is commonly cited throughout the literature (1976, 1986).  The 
importance of a sense of community on the college campus has been documented in the 
literature.   
Many researchers suggest that the physical space of the college campus may play 
a role in building that sense of community; however, there have been very few studies 
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that explore the relationship.  The concept of third place, developed by sociologists 
Oldenburg and Brissett, served as the theoretical framework for most of the studies 
exploring physical space and a sense of community that have been situated on college 
campuses.  Third place is a concept that is used to describe the place where community is 
built (1982).  Oldenburg describes third place as a setting beyond home or work where 
people choose to relax and engage with others on a regular basis (1999).  The few studies 
that were situated on the college campus were conducted by a small group of researchers 
that include the author of the campus ecology paradigm, James Banning.  Banning, 
McElfresh, Waxman, Gibbs, and Clemons have studied the concept of third place in 
residence halls, in coffee shops, and in coffee shops in college libraries (2005, 2006, 
2007, & 2010).  Their results and findings suggest that the physical space of these 
settings is a factor in creating third place, the place where community is built. 
The college union…is it a place where community is built?  The primary research 
question:  Is there a relationship between a sense of community on campus and the 
college union? explores the role of the college union in building that sense of community.  
Since the late 1800s, the purpose of the college union in building a sense of community 
has been well documented.  In the historical accounts of the Oxford Union at Oxford 
University (1887) to the recently updated book, The College Union Idea (Butts et al., 
2012), the role of the college union is clearly described as the place where community is 
built.  Phrases such as unifying force, dining room table, hearthstone, and living room 
have all been used to describe the college union in England, Canada, and the United 
States.  College union professionals, architects who design college unions, and the 
professional association that supports their work are passionate about the role of the 
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college union in developing a sense of community on campus.  Prior to this study, there 
was no empirical evidence, to support their assumptions.  This study helps to fill the gap 
in the literature. 
The purpose of the study was to explore the relationship between a sense of 
community on campus and the college union.  The results of a comprehensive student 
satisfaction survey, obtained from the largest state system of higher education in the 
United States (referred to as MAUS) provided the data for a quantitative analysis of the 
relationship between a sense of community on campus and the college union.  The 
satisfaction survey instrument, referred to as the SOS, has been administered 10 times 
since 1985 and has proven validity and reliability (ACT, 2012).  The 2012 MAUS SOS 
instrument was administered at 27 institutions; 16 of the 27 institutions were identified 
for this study because they had a physical, separate facility referred to as a college union, 
student center, or student union.  The number of valid survey cases used for the analysis 
is 15,144, out of 92,995 undergraduate students sampled. These students attended two 
different types of institutions within MAUS, research/doctoral granting universities or 
comprehensive colleges.  The study uses correlation and multiple regression techniques 
to compare the students’ satisfaction with the physical spaces of the college campus with 
their satisfaction with a sense of community.  With strong statistical significance, the 
results of the analysis affirmatively answer the primary research question, Is there a 
relationship between a sense of community on campus and the college union?  The 
results of the correlation analysis of all study variables identifies that satisfaction with the 
college union, compared to all other physical spaces that were included in the 2012 
MAUS SOS, has the strongest relationship with the three variables that were used to 
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describe sense of community: satisfaction with a sense of belonging, college social 
activities, and social support network.   Further analysis using multiple regression 
techniques found that satisfaction with the college union was the best predictor of student 
satisfaction with college social activities and social support network compared to the 
other physical spaces and student satisfaction with safety and security.  In the case of 
student satisfaction with a sense of belonging, satisfaction with the college union was 
second only to student satisfaction with safety and security as a predictor of satisfaction 
with a sense of belonging.  To that end, since safety and security is not a physical space, 
satisfaction with the college union again is the strongest physical space predictor for 
satisfaction with a sense of belonging. The study also finds that there is no statistical 
difference in students’ satisfaction with the college union and their satisfaction with a 
sense of community based on gender, Hispanic origin, or type of institution within 
MAUS.   
The limitations of the study provide multiple opportunities for future research. 
This study can be replicated at multiple types and sizes of institutions.  Further study can 
explore differences based on demographics, specifically related to race and ethnicity.  
Applying different survey administration techniques can also improve participation and 
negate any non-response bias that cannot be explored when using a secondary data set.   
The implications of the findings are significant for the college union profession.  
The results confirm what the Association of College Unions International has 
communicated for 100 years:  the college union has a role to play in building community 
on campus.  The results also suggest physical space, and specifically the college union, 
should be included in the discussion related to student retention and persistence to 
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graduation.  The literature suggests that a sense of community on campus is a positive 
factor in student retention and persistence.  This study found that satisfaction with the 
college union has the strongest impact on student satisfaction with a sense of community 
than any other physical space (that was included within the MAUS SOS instrument) on 
the college campus. These results suggest that the college union needs to be included in 
the conversation related to retention and persistence.  Academic researchers and faculty 
who teach in higher education administration programs need to add the college union to 
the discussion and to the studies.   
Higher education executive leaders need to embrace the concept that the college 
union has a role to play in building a sense of community on campus and continual to 
invest in the facility and its programs.  The expertise of college union professionals can 
be utilized to give attention to the concept of third place and creating spaces where 
community is built.  College union professionals can take the lead in the enhancement of 
college social activities through engaged learning and entertainment options.  College 
union professionals can also provide leadership to build students’ social support network 
through administrative support to enhance the success of student organizations and 
through the design of physical spaces that enhance opportunities to socialize and meet.   
The ultimate beneficiary of improving a sense of community on campus is today’s 
college student.  The results of this study provide data to inform further research and to 
support the investment in the college union to improve a sense of community on campus.   
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Appendix C 
Rank Order of Correlation Coefficients from the Analysis of Study Variables 
Rank 
Order 
Correlation between two of the variables found in the  
Spearman's Rho Correlation Analysis 
rs 
1 study areas and library facilities 0.648 
2 course-related labs and classroom facilities 0.646 
3 buildings & grounds and residence halls 0.627 
4 social support network and sense of belonging 0.573 
5 social support network and college social activities 0.546 
6 campus center/student union and athletic and rec facilities 0.530 
7 college social activities and sense of belonging 0.514 
8 buildings & grounds and classroom facilities 0.494 
9 library facilities and course-related labs 0.484 
10 library facilities and classroom facilities 0.475 
11 study areas and classroom facilities 0.470 
12 fine & performing arts studios and course-related labs 0.463 
13 study areas and course-related facilities 0.462 
14 buildings & grounds and campus center/student union 0.460 
15 fine & performing arts studios and study areas 0.456 
16 buildings & grounds and course-related labs 0.441 
17 campus center/student union and study areas 0.428 
18 residence halls and campus center/student union 0.427 
19 fine & performing arts studios and classroom facilities 0.425 
20 campus center/student union and classroom facilities 0.425 
21 college social activities and campus center/student union 0.423 
22 campus center/student union and course-related labs 0.420 
23 fine & performing arts studios and library facilities 0.416 
24 residence halls and classroom facilities 0.414 
25 athletic and rec facilities and study areas 0.398 
26 safety & security and buildings & grounds 0.398 
27 campus center/student union and library facilities 0.397 
28 athletic and rec facilities and classroom facilities 0.395 
29 buildings & grounds and study areas 0.395 
30 athletic and rec facilities and fine & performing arts studios 0.387 
31 athletic and rec facilities and course-related labs 0.386 
32 campus center/student union and fine & performing arts studios 0.385 
33 athletic and rec facilities and library facilities 0.380 
34 buildings & grounds and library facilities 0.378 
35 college social activities and classroom facilities 0.373 
36 buildings & grounds and athletic and rec facilities 0.370 
37 college social activities and buildings & grounds 0.369 
38 college social activities and course-related labs 0.366 
39 college social activities and study areas 0.365 
40 sense of belonging and campus center/student union 0.364 
41 residence halls and course-related labs 0.363 
42 social support network and campus center/student union 0.363 
  
 189 
Rank 
Order 
Correlation between two of the variables found in the  
Spearman's Rho Correlation Analysis 
rs 
43 college social activities and residence halls 0.360 
44 sense of belonging and classroom facilities 0.359 
45 safety & security and classroom facilities 0.357 
46 college social activities and athletic and rec facilities 0.351 
47 safety & security and residence halls 0.349 
48 college social activities and fine & performing arts studios 0.349 
49 safety & security and course-related labs 0.348 
50 social support network and course-related labs 0.346 
51 sense of belonging and buildings & grounds 0.342 
52 social support network and classroom facilities 0.342 
53 residence halls and study areas 0.337 
54 college social activities and library facilities 0.337 
55 safety & security and campus center/student union 0.336 
56 sense of belonging and residence halls 0.336 
57 sense of belonging and course-related labs 0.335 
58 residence halls and athletic and rec facilities 0.334 
59 sense of belonging and safety & security 0.327 
60 social support network and safety & security 0.326 
61 social support network and fine and performing arts studios 0.325 
62 social support network and buildings & grounds 0.323 
63 buildings & grounds and fine & performing arts studios 0.321 
64 safety & security and study areas 0.319 
65 social support network and study areas 0.318 
66 safety & security and library facilities 0.316 
67 college social activities and safety & security 0.316 
68 social support network and residence halls 0.311 
69 sense of belonging and study areas 0.305 
70 social support network and athletic and rec facilities 0.305 
71 parking services and safety & security 0.304 
72 sense of belonging and athletic and rec facilities 0.300 
73 social support network and library facilities 0.297 
74 residence halls and library facilities 0.296 
75 safety & security and fine & performing arts studios 0.291 
76 safety & security and athletic and rec facilities  0.282 
77 sense of belonging and fine & performing arts studios 0.282 
78 sense of belonging and library facilities 0.271 
79 residence halls and fine & performing arts studios 0.264 
80 parking services and buildings & grounds 0.254 
81 parking services and classroom facilities 0.248 
82 parking services and residence halls 0.244 
83 parking services and study areas 0.242 
84 parking services and course-related labs 0.240 
85 college social activites and parking services 0.229 
86 parking services and campus center/student union 0.224 
87 sense of belonging and parking services 0.216 
88 parking services and fine & performing arts studios 0.213 
89 parking services and library facilities 0.208 
90 parking services and athletic and rec facilities 0.196 
91 social support network and parking services  0.189 
 
